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Kerala Legislature Secretariat 

NOTIFICATION 
LA 1-1270 /57 Dated , Trivandrum , 28th December 1957. 

In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Clause (a ) of 
Clause 2 of Article 174 of the Constitution of India , as amended 
the Governor of the State of Kerala hereby prorogues the 
Third Session in 1957 of the Kerala Legislative Assembly with 
effect from the 23rd December 1957 . 

deacoloan @ ys want somesm 174_3 . og 2.3. 
ഖണ്ഡം( എ ) ഉപഖണ്ഡന്ധപ്പ്കാരം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ചു 
0.0 momom od 3 , 0.02 mlwomeqas 1957- ae moram 
me 1957wlmwood 23-0.02061 2010ood neonly 21cam . 

By order of the Governor, 
Legislature Secretariat, 

V. KRISHNAMOORTHI, 
Trivandrum . 

Secretary, 
Legislative Assembly . 


Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 139, dated , 31st December 1957, 

ELECTION COMMISSION , INDIA 
NEW DELHI: 

Agrahayana 26, 1879 Saka . 

Dated , 17th December 1957. 

NOTIFICATION 
1. No. 82/375/57/14269. WHEREAS the election of Shri P. R. 
Paranchu as a member of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Kerala from the Ollur constituency was called in question by 
an election petition presented under Part VI of the Representa 
son of Velappan , Valiaparambil House, Chelakottukara, Com 
munist Party Office , Trichur. 

AND WHEREAS the Election Tribunal appointed by the Elec 
tion Commission , in pursuance of the provisions of section 86 
of the said Act, for the trial of the said petition has, in pur. 
suance of the provisions contained in section 103 of the said 
Act, sent a copy its order to the Election Commission ; 

Now THEREFORE , in pursuance of the provisions of 
the said Order of the tribunal. 
do Before the Election Tribunal, Trichur 

Present 
SRI T. A. ITTAN, B. A., BARRISTER- AT-LAW 

*Member, Election Tribunal, 

Monday the 18th of November 1957. 
SELECTION PETITION No.375/1957. 
V. V. Raghavan 

Petitioner . 
Vs. 
1. P. R. Paranchu 
2. B. C. Varghese 

). 

Respondents. 
This petition coming on for final hearing on 4-11-1957 in the 
presence of Sri T. N. Subramania Iyer and Sri V. Sivaraman 
Nair, advocates for the petitioner, and Sri Panampilly Govinda 
Menon , Sri P. P. Devassy and Sri A. V. Joseph, advocates for 
the first respondent, and the 2nd respondent being ex parte, 
and having stood over to this day for consideration , the Tribunal 
passed the following 

ORDER . 
This election petition has been filed by Mr. V. V. Raghavan 
for a declaration that the election of the first respondent,Mr. 
P. R. Paranchu, to the Kerala Legislative Assembly, from Ollur 
Constituency is void , and also for a further declaration that the 


2 


Thass , 


petitioner himself has been duly elected. The allegations are 
as follows : 

The petitioner and the respondents were candidates for 
election to the Kerala Legislative Assembly from Ollur consti 
tuency . The petitioner was a candidate of the Communist 
Party. Respondents 1 and 2 were candidates of the Indian 
National Congress and the Praja Socialist Party respectively . 
The nomination papers were scrutinised by the Returning Officer 
The date on which a candidate could have withdrawn was 
as 4th February 1957. The candidates did not withdraw or retire 

The poll was taken on 11th March 1957. On ioth March 1957 
and in the morning of 11tli March a leaflet (Annexure" A ) was 
distributed by somepersons among whom there were supporters 
of both the respondents . The prominent among the persons 
who distributed the leaflet are (1) Moyalan Varied Anthony , 
(2) Moyalan Anthony Thomas, (3) Moyalan Varied Kochappu 
respondent,Mr. B. C. Varghese, had retired from contest and 
that therefore allthe supporters of the 2nd respondent should 
vote for the Congress candidate. The leaflet was printed in the 
Industrial 

Ollur The joint owners of the Press are 

Annamma and Palussery Varied . The 
leaflet was printed under the instructions of one Moyalan 
Devassy Anthony. The contents of the leaflet were false because 
the 2nd respondent had not retired from contest. Subsequently 
of retiring from contest at any test for had he any intention 
printed and published had fullknowledge of the falsity of the 
corrupt practice with the knowledge and intention that it would 
affect the election of the first respondent in whose interests they 
adopted this dubious tactics . By reason of the distribution of 
the leaflet:many supporters of the 2nd respondent turned side 
the votes were counted on 16-3-1957, the first respondent was 
declared by the Returning Officer to have been duly elected 
leaflet had not been published, many electors would have voted 
for the 2nd respondent, and the petitioner would have secured a : 
comfortable majority over the first respondent. 

The first respondent is named as P. R. Paranchu in the 
electoral roll and in the nomination paper, but the name that 

on the ballot boxes along with the symbols was that 
submitted the nomination paper and the person for whom votes 
were polled are different persons. This is improper and highly 
irregular. Therefore the result of the election , in so far as it 
concerns the returned candidate , has been materially affected 
by the irregularity , 


of a 


3 
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The ballot papers which ought to have been found in the 
ballot box of Booth No. 17 were found , at the counting time, in 
the ballot box of Booth No. 18 . 

From the facts set out above, it is apparent that corrupt 
practices calculated to affect the result of the election have been 

to and various irregularities of non-compliance with 
the provisions of the Representation of the People Act and the 
rulesmade thereunder have been committed in the course of 
the election . The result of the election is vitiated by the said 
corrupt practices and irregularities and, therefore, the petitioner 
is entitled to a declaration that the election ofthe first respond 
ent is void and also for a further declaration that the petitioner 
himself is duly elected . 

The result of the election , in so far as it concerns the first 
respondent, has been materially affected . (a ) by irregularities 
due to non-compliance with the provisions of the Represertation 
of the People Act and the rules made thereunder.regarding the 
nomination of the candidates and voting elections ; and (b) by 
the publication of statements of facts which were false, with 
knowledge of their falsity, regarding the retirement of the 2nd 
votes by reason of the publication of false statements of facts 
by.some persons interested in him . This is a corrupt practice 
under section 123 (4) of the Representation of the People Act. 
more potessthan the practice, the petitioner would have secureda 

2. The first respondent contests. The secoud respondent 
is ex parte . The contentions of the first respondent are as 
follows : - The first respondent did not know that a leaflet 

any one on the 
10th or 11th of March or on any other 
of the leaflet only many days after the date of poll. None 
of the 

supporters of the first respondent distributed the leaflet. 
not the supporters of the first respondent. The 4th , Mr. Raman 
of the 4 persons mentioned in the petition , the first three were 

the first respondent in the election . On 
enquiry the first 
kutty did not distribute the leaflet. 

The contents of the leaflet are not as explained in para 5 
of the petition. The leaflet bearing date, 20-3-37, and printed 
in St. Antony s IndustrialPress is seen to have been issued in 
the name of ** fellow travellers of the P.S. P." They assert 
therein that the 2nd respondent has no chance of success 
the Communist candidate . They therefore decided to support 
canvassing for the 2nd respondent on the belief that it was he 
who would be the winning candidate. They also say that their 
original idea was to bring about the withdrawal of the 2nd 
respondent. Being too late, the ballot boxes of the 2nd respon 
dent would still find a place in the Polling Stations, and they 
gave up the idea of persuading the 2nd respondent to withdraw . 


paper was 


The above is the purport of the leaflet and it does not contain a 
1 statement that the 2nd respondent had retired from contest. 

There is nothing objectionable according to law in the leaflet. 
sum . The first respondent does not know whether the leaflet was 
e printed under the instructions from Moyalan Devassy Antony. 

The leaflet was printed in St. Antony s Industrial Press, Ollur , 
and not in the Industrial Press, Ollur . 
...There are no false statements in the said leaflet. If the 2nd 
respondent has, issued a statement, it could only have been 

There is no substance in the contention that as a result of 
* the distribution of the leaflet, many supporters of the 2nd 
respondent changed their minds and voted for the first respon 
dent. On the other hand , the first respondent thinks, and he 
has come to know that many supporters of the 2nd respondent 
worked and voted for the petitioner when they felt that the 
2nd respondent had no chance of success . 

The Communist 
Party and the P. S. P. were being described as " leftist parties" 

and the Congress was being described as " rightist party ". 
bu 

It is well-known that the name Francis is the English 
form of the name Paranchu". These names are indiscrimi 
nately used to denote one and the same person , and 
nobody is misled by that . The address given by the first 
respondent in the nomination 
because that is the address in which he is known . Paranchu is 

P. R. Francis, 
the name by which he is described in formal records. It is 
boxes. The first respondent is not responsible for that, and the 
perhaps the name in the address that was given on the ballot 
petitioner who raised no objection on this ground, although 
there were many occasions when he could have done so ,should 
from doing so ! There has been no irregularity whatsoever on 
this score. 

The first respondent does not know that the ballot papers 
which ought to have been found in the ballot box of booth 
No. 17 were found in the box of booth No 18. The statementre 
garding the same in the petition is very vague and does not 
disclose any pointagainst the first respondent. 

The statements in the petition regarding corrupt practices 
and irregularities are not true. No irregularity has been com 
mitted in violation of the provisions of the Representation of 
the People Act and the rules made thereunder regarding the 
nomination of the candidates and voting at election . The first 
respondent, or any person interested in him , did not publish 

statement. No false statement was made by anybody 
regarding the retirement of the 2nd respondent. No corrupt 
practice which would fall under Section 123 (4 ) of the Repre 
sentation of the People Act has been disclosed in the petition . 
No such corrupt practice has been committed by any person 
3. The following issues were raised for trial : 

( 1) Whether on the 10th March and in the morning of 
11th March 1957 the leaflet (Annexure A ) was distributed by 


the supporters of both the respondents ? If so , whether it was 
published in the interests of the first respondent ? 

(2 ) Whether the publication of the leaflet amounts to 
corrupt practice, and if so, whether the result of the election , 
in so far as it concerns the returned candidate, has been mate 
rially affected by the corrupt practice ? 

( 3) Whether the ballot papers which ought to have been 
found in the ballot box of Booth No. 17 were found in the 
ballot box of Booth No. 18 ? If so , whether the result of the 
election , in so far as it concerns the returned candidate, has 
been materially affected by that ? 

(4 ) Whether the petitioner is entitled to an order declar 
ing the election of the returned candidate to be void ? 

(5 ) Whether the petitioner is entitled to a declaration 
that he himself has been duly elected ? 

(6 ) What is the proper order as to costs ? 
4. Issues 3 and 5 – These issues are not pressed . 

Found 
against the petitioner . 

5. Issues 1 and 2 — These issues can be considered together. 
The leaflet (Annexure A ) is in Malayalam . It is dated 10-3-1957, 
and it has been marked as Ex P - 1. Ex P - 3 is the manuscript. 
The leaflett was printed in the St. Antony s Industrial Press , 
Ollur, at the request of Moyalan Varied Anthony, Pw 42. It is 
have been issued in the name of "" fellow travellers of the 
P.S.P. The leaflet states: — " Tomorrow ,we are going to the 

to choose our representative. We were canvass 
ing for Mr. B. C. Varghese thinking that the P. S.P. candi 

But we 

are convinced that the 
present situation Mr. B. C. Varghese has no chance of 

Therefore to 
vote for him is to bring about the success of the Communist 
candidate . We,therefore, request you to vote for the Congress 
candidate , Mr. B. 

Francis , so that he may secure an over 
whelming majority of votes. 

Our idea was to ask 
Mr. B. C. Varghese to withdraw from contest. But being too 
late, the ballot boxes would be found in all the Polling 
Stationsand , therefore,this notice.is issued thinking that the 

As we are responsible for 
creating some misunderstandings and thereby hostility, we 
in person at this late hour ,weare making the request by means 
of this notice . 

6. In the Ollur constituency the poll was taken between 
the hours.37.30 a . m . and 4 p . m . on 11-3-1957. om the 
evidence adduced in this case it is perfectly clear that the 
leaflet was published in some places in the constituency after 
7 a.m. on the date of the election. Therefore the first point 
for decision is whether this publication amounts to corrupt 
practice within the meaning of section 123 (4) of the Representa 
tion of the People Act, 1951. The section is as follows: 


Polling Booths 


in 


" The following shall be deemed to be corrupt practices 
for the purposes of this Act: 


* 


* 


. 


(4) The publication by a candidate or his agent or by 
any other person , of any statement of fact which is false , and 
which he either believes to be false or does not believe to be 
true , in relation to the personal character conduct of any 
candidate , or in relation to the candidature, or withdrawal, or 
retirement from contest, of any candidate being a statement 
reasonably calculated to prejudice the prospects of that 

7. The section contemplates two things viz., (1) a statement 
of a particular kind and its publication . The essentials 
about the statement are ( 1) it should be any statement of fact, 
(2 ) it should be false and should in addition be either believed 
by the publisher to be false or should not be believed by him to 
be true, (3) it should be in relation to the 
or conduct of a candidate or in relation to the candidature or 

personal character 
withdrawal or retirement of any candidate and (4) it should be 
reasonably calculated to prejudice the prospects of such 
candidate s election , 
.- 8. Mr. T. N. Subramania Iyer, the learned counsel for 
the petitioner has argued that there is a false statement of fact 
in the leaflet regarding the withdrawal of Mr. B. C. Varghese. 
According to Mr. Subramania Iyer, a reading of the leaflet as a 
whole will clearly give the impression thatMr. B. C. Varghese 
had withdrawn from contest . It is therefore 

rged that the 
the 

meaning of section 123 (4) of the Representation of the 
People Act. Mr. Panampilly Govinda Menon, the learned 
that the publication of the leaflet was legitimate and it does not 
counsel for the first respondent, on the other hand, contends 
contain any statement of fact which is !false. It is argued by 

Govinda Menon that the leaflet cannot be considered as 
conveying the ideas that Mr. B. C. Varghese had withdrawn 
from contest. It is said that the leaflet contains only expression 
of opinion . 

9. Now , on a careful analysis of the statements contained in 
the leaflet (Ex: P - 1 ) I am inclined to accept the contention of 
Mr. Govinda Menon that the publication of the leaflet does not 
amount to corrupt practice within the meaning of section 123 (4) 
because, in my opinion , the leaflet contains only expression of 
opinion , apology and request. In 10 Election Law Reports 461, 
it has been held that a statement of opinion , however unjust or 
harsh it may be, without reference to any concrete facts does 
not come within the mischief of section 123 (4 ) . I can find no 
statement in the leaflet to the effect that Mr. B. C. Varghese had 
withdrawn or retired from contest. In my opinion , the statement 
in the leaflet thatMr. B. C. Varghese has no chance of success 

0172 MOD alg ) clearly indicates that Mr. 
B. C. Varghese was contesting the election . If a candidate has 
withdrawn or retired from contest, there is no meaning in 
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saying that he has no chance of success. The leaflet does not 
say that Mr. B. C. Varghese was asked to withdraw from contest. 
It only says that the idea of the publishers was to ask him to do 
so. This can be considered only as an expression of opinion. It 
chance of success is only a statement of opinion. The statement 
expression of opinion . Therefore I hold that the publication of 
the leaflet does not amount to corruptpractice within the mean 
ing of section 123 (4) of the Representation of the People Act. 

10. In view of the finding already recorded, it is not neces 
sary to consider the question whether the leaflet was published 
in the interests of the first respondent, or whether the result of 
the election , in so far as it concerns the returned candidate , has 

materially affected by the publication of the leaflet : How 
ever that may be, let us assume for the sake of argument that 
the publication of the leaflet amounts to corrupt practice within 
the meaning of section 123 (4 ), and see whether the result of 
the election , in so far as it concerns the returned candidate has 
been materially affected by the publication of the leaflet. In 
order to decide this question we have to consider the provisions 
contained in section 100 of the Representation of the People Act. 
The relevant portions of the section may be quoted : 

" Subject to the provisions of sub-section (2 ), ifthe Tribunal 
is of opinion 


(b ) that any corrupt practice has been committed by a 
returned candidate or his election agent or by any other person 
with the consent of a returned candidate or his election agent; or 

(c) that the result of the election , in so far as it concerns 
a returned candidate, has been materially affected 


(ii) by any corrupt practice committed in the interests 
of the returned candidate by a person other than that candidate 
or his election agent or a person acting with the consent of such 
candidate or election agent, 


* 


the Tribunal shall declare the election of the returned 
candidate to be void ." 

11. Now , for the application of section 100 (1) (b ) it should 
be established that corrupt practice has been committed by a 
returned candidate or his election agent or by any other person 
with the consent of the returned candidate or his election agent. 
In this case the returned candidate (first respondent) had no 
election agent. In A. I. R. 1957 Supreme Court, 444, at page 
456 , His Lordship Venkitarama Ayyar, J., has observed as 
follows : - " It should not be forgotten that charges of corrupt 
practices are quasi-criminal in character and that the allegations 
relating thereto must be sufficiently clear and precise to bring 
home the charges to the candidates." But it is not stated in the 
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petition that any corrupt practice has been committed by the 
returned candidate or by any other person with the consent of 
the returned candidate. No doubt at the time of the evidence 
the petitioner as Pw 43 stated in examination-in -chief that he 
got the information that the publication of the leaflet had been 
made with the knowledge of the returned candidate and his 
election agent 
. In cross-cxamination he further stated that the 
said information 

was given to him by Messrs . A. C. Ramankutty 
Madhavan (Cpws 1 and 2 ) and that he had no other in 
formation. But from the evidence of Cpws and 2 it would 
appear that they did not give any such information to the peti 

Thus the evidence petitioner is useless. It may 
was published with the consentof the returned candidate. The 

petitioner does 
first respondent has deposed that on the election date he,did 
know that the leaflet was published by any person . I am incli 
ned to accept his evidence. I, therefore, hold that even if the 
publication of the leaflet amounts to corrupt practice, it was not 
published by the returned candidate or his election agent, or by 
any other person with the consent of the returned candidate or 
his election agent. 

12. The next question for consideration is whether the result 
of the election, in so far as it concerns the returned candidate, 
has been materially affected by any corrupt practice (here also 
we are assuming for the sake of argument that the publication 
of the leaflet amounts to corrupt practice ) committed in the 
interests of the returned candidate by a person other than 
candidate or his election agent or a person acting with the con . 

that 
sent of such candidate or election agent. For answering this 
question , it would be of advantage, if we have an idea as to 

publication wasmade and how many copies were distri 
11-3-1957 (date of election) after 7 a. m . This observation was 

on 
made on the basis of the evidence of Pws 41 and 42, of which 
Pw 41 is the Manager ofthe St. Antony s IndustrialPress, Ollur . 
Pw 41 has 

was over by the 
being Sunday, the press was not delivering of 9-3-1957, but 
copies were handed over to Pw 42 on 11-3-1957 at about 
There is no reason to doubt the veracity of these statements. 
Pw 42 has given evidence in corroboration . According to 
Pw 42 , he and 3 others who were also interested in the 
tion distributed only about 200 leaflets. It may be 
here that Pw 42 was working for P. S. P. candidate till 7th or 
8th March and thereafter he began to support the Congress 
candidate. His son (Cpw 16) however continued to support the 
P. S. P. candidate. He says that on the election date , at about 
10 a. m . he destroyed about 800 leaflets which he happened to 
see in the house. Thus if we go by the evidence of Pw 42 and 
Cpw 16, it would appear that about 200 leaflets alone were circu 
lated. But I find it difficult to believe this version. Since 1000 
copies were got printed, it is only reasonable to think that all 
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of them would have been distributed . It has come out in evi 
dence that the leaflet was published in several places in the 
constituency . This would also suggest that all the copies might 
have been distributed amongst the voters. Therefore we have 
to proceed on the footing that about 1,000 copies were distribu 
ted on 11-3-1957 at about 7 a.m. and thereafter. 

13. Now , as indicated above, the petitioner s case is that 
as a result of the publication of the leaflet, many supporters of 
Mr. B. C. Varghese (2nd respondent) turned side and voted 
for the 1st respondent and that, if there was no such publication, 
the petitioner would have secured an absolute majority of 
votes. The petitioner ( PW43) has stated that about 2,000 

publication of the leaflet, were misled by the statements in 
the leaflet and consequently they voted for the first respondent. 
According to the petitioner, PWs 1 to 40 are amongst those who 
were misled by the leaflet. Therefore let us examine their 
evidence . 

14. I may state here that, in the course of the examination 
of PW 1, Mr. Govinda Menon, the learned counsel for the first 
respondent, raised an objection that the fact that a witness 
voted for a particular candidate at the election is inadmissible 

Coon 
People Act, 1951. The section reads thus: 
other person shall be required to state for whom he has 

" No witness or 
at an election . On authorities it seems clear thatalthough 
this section has 
there is nothing in the section to prevent a witness from waiving 
the privilege and voluntarily disclosing for whom he has voted . 
In Election Law Reports Vol. V , at page 223, it has been held as 
follows: " Though section 94 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951, prohibits putting questions to a voter who 
appears as a witness as to for whom he has voted at an election , 
if a voter, waiving this privilege of secrecy , voluntarily states 
that he has voted for a certain person , his statement need not 
be expunged from the l ecord .” 

Therefore I overruled the 
objection and observed that although the witness could not be 
asked as to for whom he had voted, the witness could waive the 
privilege and voluntarily disclose for whoin he had voted . PW 1 
waived the privilege and stated for whom he voted. PWs 2 to 
40 also acted in the same manner. 

15. PWs 1 to 40 have stated that they had definitely 
decided to vote for the P. S. P. candidate Mr. B. C. Varghese, 
but after seeing the leaflet (Ex. P - 1) , they changed their idea 
and voted for the Congress candidate Mr. P. R.Francis. Some 
of them are unable to read. They say that the leaflet was read 
over to them by certain persons at different places and times. 

rest of them have stated that they read the whole leaflet. 
All these witnesses have deposed that many prominent 
Congress workers and some P.S. P. workers distributed the 
leaflet. They have also given the names of some of such persons. 
According to some of these witnesses, there is a statement in 


been enacted 
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I am 


till 11 p. m . 


seen that 


11-3-57. 


Ex . P -1 that Mr. B. C. Varghese has already withdrawn from 
contest . The rest say that on a reading of Ex.P -1 they got the 
impression that Mr. B. C. Varghese had already withdrawn from 
contest. But on a careful analysis of the testimony of these 
witnesses, constrained to say that I am not favourably 
impressed at all with their evidence . It is plain that the 
testimony of these witnesses are cast in the same mould, but 
coloured differently . Therefore their evidence should stand 
previous day (10th March ) several meetings of the P.S.P. 
which Rev. Father Vadakkan and others vehemently appealed 
to the public to vote for the P. S. P. candidate. One of 
such meetings was held at Ollur and it is 
about 10,000 persons participated in thatmeeting from 6 

reported that 

p . m . 
It is further 

on the date of the 
election, the polling agents of the P. S. P. candidate had 
been functioning at all the stations and that the supporters 
of the P.S. P. candidate had been issuing slips to voters . In 
such a situation it is impossible to accept the version of these 
witnesses when they say to effect after seeing Ex. P - 1, 
without looking to this side or that side and without consulting 
anybody, they voted for the Congress candidate. I have already 
said that the leaflet was distributed only after 7 a.m.on 
Therefore the statements of Pws 2, 3, 4, 19 and 24 that they saw 
the leaflet atı6 a. m ., 6.15 a. m . and 6.30 a. m . cannot be true. 
Afortiori, the statements of Pws 1, 5, 6 , 7, 26 and 40 that they 
saw the leaflet on the previous nighthave simply to be rejected. 

may state here thataccording to the learned counsel for the 
first respondent, Pws 1 to 40 are Communists and that they were 
actively working for the petitioner. In my opinion this conten ? 
tion has to be accepted. Cpws 1, 2 , 3, 4 , 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 
are respectable persons. From their evidence it is seen that 
most of the 
also stated that they did not 
by the petitioner s witnesses . Pws 1 to 

40 
invitation of the Communist candidate 

court on the 
although most of them 

ora 
1 
ballot boxes, I am satisfied that Pws 2, 4 , 7, 11, 13, 24, 26 , 30, 31, 

may add that on a scrutiny of the balley hate the Communists. 
32 , 36 and 38 really voted for the petitioner. As I did not think 
t necessary to examine the ballot papers in the other boxes, the 
sealed packets relating to the same were not opened . For the 
foregoing reasons I disbelieve the evidence of Pws 1 to 40. 

16. Imay now refer to the statements made by Mr. B. C. 
Varghese 10 days after the election regarding the leaflet Ex. P - 1. 

lated 21-3-1957,is a statement published by him in the 
newspaper , 

" Thozhilali” . Ex . P -5 is themanuscript. The same 
statement was published in the 

newspaper 

" Gomathi” (vide Ex. 
P -6). It is, inter alia , stated that the supporters of the Congress, 
with the leaflet in hand , told several persons that there was a 
notice saying that B. C. Varghese had withdrawn ; that åt Moor 
kanikkara and other places where the voters were for P. S.P., 
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e petitioner s with distribute 

ute the leaflet as spoken to 
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if not, for Communists, the same tactics were adopted by the 
supporters of the Communist Party ; and that as a result of that 
he lost several votes. In my opinion ,no value whatever can be 
attached to this statement for the purpose of this inquiry. The 
person who made the statement has not been examined in this 
case. If we go by the evidence of the petitioner and the first 
respondent, it would appear that the statements are not true. 
Therefore the statements of Mr. B. C. Varghese are of no help 
to either party . 

17. Now , it cannot be disputed that on the question whether 
the result of the election has been materially affected the bur 
Court 513 it has been observed as follows: " It is impossible to 
accept the ipse dixit of witnesses coming from one side or the 
other to say that all or someof the voteswould have gone to one 
or the other on some supposed or imaginary ground. The ques 
tion is one of fact and has to be proved by positive evidence. If 
the petitioner is unable to adduce evidence in a case such as the 
present, the only inescapable conclusion to which the ribunal 
can come is that the burden is not discharged and that the elec 
tion must stand.” In my opinion the petitioner has miserably 
failed discharging the burden . I therefore hold that the elec 
tion of the returned candidate has not been materially affected 
by the publication of the leaflet, Ex. P -1, even if the publication 
amounts to corrupt practice . 

18. Issue No. 4 : In view of the findings already recorded , 
I hold that the petitioner is not entitled to a declaration that the 
election of the returned candidate is void . 

In the result, the petition fails and is dismissed. The peti 
tioner will pay Rs. 500 as costs to the first respondent . Ordered 
accordingly . 

Declared in open court, this the 18th day of November 1957. 


T. A. ITTAN , 
Election Tribunal, Trichur. 


By order , 
A. KRISHNASWAMY AIYANGAR , 
Secretary to the Election Commission , 

India . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 53 dated 1st December 1957. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department 

(Panchayat B ) 

NOTIFICATION . 
No. L. A. 8 / 25434 / 57 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st December 1957 . 
S. R. O. 75. The following amendment to bye -law No. 4 of 
the bye-laws under section 12 (1 ) of the Local Authorities 
Entertainment Tax Act, Act VI of 1951, passed by the Kotha 
mangalam Panchayat and approved and published in the Gazette 
dated 23rd October 1956 , is hereby published for general 
information : 

Amendment 
In bye-law No. 4 of the said bye-laws, the figures " 10 % " will 
be substituted by the figures " 12 % " : 

By order of the Governor, 

P.I. JACOB, 
Secretary. 
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Labour and Local Administration Department (Panchayat) 

NOTIFICATIONS. 


No. LA8. 22948 /57 /L & LAD - 1 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd December 1957 . 
S. R. O. 76. -.- The following draft of an amendment to Rules 
153, 154 and 155 of the Travancore -Cochin Panchayat Rules, 
1951 , which the Government of Kerala propose to make in 
exercise of the powers conferred by Sections 43, 44 and 97 of the 
Travancore- Cochin Panchayats Act, 1950 ( Act II of 1950), is here 
by published as required by sub-section (2) of Section 98 of the 
said Act?for the information of all persons likely to be affected 
thereby; and notice is hereby given that the said draft will be 
taken into consideration on or after 31st January 1958. Any 
suggestions or objections that may be received by the Govern 
ment before the date specified above will be considered by the 
Government. " 

DRAFT AMENDMENT. 
In the said Rules, for the existing Rules, 153, 154 and 155, 
the following shall be substituted : 

" 153. The Panchayat shall be competent to accord : 
1. Sanction for all expenses of a non -recurring and contin 
gent nature provided each amount of such expenses does not 
exceed Rs. 500 (Rupees five hundred only ) . ..... 

2. Sanction for recurring expenditure up to Rs. 25 (Rupees 
twenty -five only ) fa month in each case subject to the rules in 
the Financial and Account Code and subject to the availability 
of funds in the budget of the Panchayat concerned . 

3. Sanction for the payment of grants of a non-recurring 
nature, provided each amount of such grant does not exceed 
Rs, 100 (Rupees one hundred only) . 

4. Administrative sanction to original works costing Rs. 500 
and below (Rupees five hundred and below ) and to repair or 
maintenance works costing Rs. 875 and below (Rupees eight 
hundred and seventy - five and below ) . 

154. The Deputy Directors of Local Bodies shall be 

competent to accord : 
1. Sanction for all expenses of a non - recurring and contin 
gent nature, provided each amount of such expenses does not 
** exceed Rs. 1,000 (Rupees one thousand only ) . 

2. Sanction for recurring expenditure up to Rs. 100 (Rupees 
one hundred only ) under ordinary and recognised contingencies 
in Panchayats subject to the rules in the Financial and Account 
Code . 
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3. Sanction for payment of grants of a non-recurring nature 
provided each amount of such grant does not exceed Rs. 500 
(Rupees five hundred only ) . 

4 . Administrative sanction for works existing Rs. 10,000 
(Rupees ten thousand only ) . 
" 155. The Director of Local Bodies shall be competent 

to accord : 
1. Sanction for all expenses of a non -recurring and contingent 
nature provided each amount of such expense does not exceed 
Rs. 2,000 (Rupees two thousand only ) . 

2. Sanction for recurring expenditure up to Rs. 250 (Rupees 
two hundred and fifty only ) under ordinary and recognised 
contingencies in Panchayats subject to rules in the Financial 
and Account Code. 

3. Sanction for the payment of grants of a non -recurring 
nature provided each amount of such grant does not exceed 
Rs. 2,000 (Rupees two thousand only ) . 

4. Administrative sanction for works costing above Rs. 10,000 
(Rupees ten thousand) . 

II 
No.LA8-22948 /57/ L & LAD - 2. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd December 1957. 
S.R.O. 77.- The following draft of an amendment to Rule 
No. 12 of the " Rules for the Preparation of Panchayat Budgets" : 
published as Notification No. L $ 8-4522/ 54 /DD dated 15-4-55 in 
the Gazette No. 16 dated 19-4-55, which the Government of 
Kerala propose to make in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 97 of the Travancore- Cochin Panchayats Act, 1950 (II of 
1950), is hereby published as required by sub -section (2) 

of 
Section 98 of the said Act, for the information of all persons 
likely to be affected thereby ; and notice is hereby given that the 
said draft will be taken into consideration on or after 31st 
January 1958. 
received by the Government before the date specified above will 

Any suggestions or objections that may be 
be considered by the Government . 

DRAFT AMENDMENT. 
In the first proviso to sub -rule (1) of Rule 12 of the said 
Rules, for the words " One hundred rupees" , the following shall 
be substituted : 
" Five hundred rupees." 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 
Secretary. 


Kerala Gazette No. 53 dated 31st December 1957. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department. 

NOTIFICATION 
No. L. Dis. 27064 /57 / L & LAD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 19th December 1957. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Trivandrum under 
Section 33- A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 in respect 
of the dispute between the Management of Punalur Paper Mills 
Ltd., Punalur and their workmen Sri S. Velu Asary , Worker , 
c / o Punalur Paper Mill Workers Union, received by Govern 
ment on 17-12-1957 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1937 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary 
Before 
SRI K. PURUSHOTHAMAN NAIR , B. A., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Trivandrum . 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 84 OF 56 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT 
OF PUNALUR PAPER MILLS LIMITED, PUNALUR 

And 
SRI S. VELU ASARY, WORKER , 

c /o PUNALUR PAPER MILL WORKERS UNION . 
Representations : 
1. Sri K. V. R. Shenoi, Messrs . Menon and Pai, Advocates , 

Ernakulam on behalf of the Management. 
2. Sri N.Rajagopalan Nair, President, Punalur Paper Mill 
Workers Union , Punalur on behalf of the Worker. 

A W A Ꭱ Ꭰ . 
This is a complaint under Section 33- A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 preferred by one Sri S. Velu Asary , who was 
a joiner in the building department, Punalur Paper Mills Limited , 
against the Management of the Mills. According to the com 
plainant he has long years of service to his credit and he was 
getting regular and continuous work in the building section till 
5th May 1955 when the Mill was locked out by the Management. 
It is alleged that this Tribunal on 16th January 1956 passed an 
interim award in Industrial Dispute No. 124 of 1955 (in which 
workers including the complainant and the Management were 
parties) directing that the substitute workers and casualworkers 
sho provided with work by rotation and that he is ntitled 
to share in the surplus available work to be distributed among 
the building workers and that this has been denied to him . 
Thus it is averred that the Management has contravened the 
provisions of Section 33 of the Act by refusing him employment 
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from 5th May 1955 and by not acting up to the directions in the 
interim award in Industrial Dispute No. 124 of 1955. 
Management has denied all the above allegations. According 

the Management the complainant was only a casual joiner in 
the building department from 1951 and he has not been given 
work since May 1955 as joinery work was not available to be 
given to casual joiners. It is contended that the complainant is 
not entitled to get any work according to the directions in the 
interim award and in any view there has been no contravention 
of the provisions of Section 33 to sustain an action under Sec 
tion 33 - A . 

2. The complainant has been examined and his examination 
discloses that he was not employed in the Mills long before the 
reference in Industrial Dispute No. 124 of 1955. Section 33 of 
the Act enjoins that during the pendency of proceedings before a 
Tribunal in respect of an industrial dispute the employer shall 
not alter to the prejudice of the workmen concerned in such 
dispute the conditions of 

service 

applicable to them immediately 
before the commencement of such proceedings. Admittedly the 
complainantwas not having any work in the Mills since May 
1955 and the proceedings in the dispute in Industrial Dispute 
No. 124 of 1955 commenced only in July 1955. 

3. Hence no question of any change in the conditions of his 
service during the pendency of proceedings in the dispute could 
arise for consideration and as such Section 33 of the Act could 
not be invoked. 

4. The second ground is based on the non -implementation of 
the interim award so far as the complainant is concerned . In the 
first place it is not made out that there is any direction in the 
interim award to provide casual joiners in the building section 
with work . Admittedly ,the complainant was not having any 
that the complainantwho was a casual joiner would come in the 

interim award was passed. Secondly, even if he is a regular 
casual worker, and he is entitled to any work as per the interim 
award , his remedy is not to file a petition under Section 33- A of 
the Act. 

5. Thus the two grounds set up in the complaint could not 
sustain an action under Section 33 - A of the Act , and the com 
plaint is dismissed for the reasons stated above. 


ategory 


K. PURUSHOTHAMAN NAIR, 

Industrial Tribunal. 


14-12-1957 . 
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PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department. 

NOTIFICATION 
No L. Dis . 27051 /57 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1957 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dis 
pute between the Management of Electric and Motor Works 
Private Ltd., Quilon and their workmen represented by the 
Quilon Industrial and Commercial Staff Association, Quilon 
received by Government on 13-12-1957 is hereby published under 
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary. 
Before 
SRI P. SANKU PILLAI, B. A. & B. L., 

Labour Court, Quilon 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 2 OF 57 

Between 

THE MANAGER , 
ELECTRIC AND MOTOR WORKS PRIVATE LTD., QUILON 

and 

THE SECRETARY , 
QUILON INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL STAFF ASSOCIATION, 

QUILON . 

AWARD . 
This industrial dispute between the management and its 
workers was referred to me by Government for adjudication 
under section 10 ( 1) (c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act 14 of 1947 ) by order No L. Dis . 7353 /57 / L & LAD . 
dated 24-5-1957. The questions referred for adjudication are: -- 
( 1) Is the dismissal of worker Kumaran justifiable or 1:ot? 

In either case to what relief he is entitled ? 
• (2) Is the retrenchment of Mechanic Sambasivan and 

Driver Vikraman Nair for suflicient reasons or not ? 

In either case to what relief they are entitled ? 
(3) Are the workers employed in the Company s workshop 

entitled to any compensation for loss of employment 
during the period from 5-2-1957 to 18-2-1957 both days 

inclusive ? If so to what extent ? 
The case put forward by the association in their statement 
is as follows: -The Electric and Motor Works Private Ltd., is a 
firm having under their management a service station , a motor 
spare parts shop , a workshop and a petrol pump. Sri Kumaran 
was an employee of the service station , Sri Sambasivan was a 
mechanic of the workshop and Sri Vikraman Nair a driver of 

G. 4261 


2 


asso 
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and 


same 


their car belonging to the company for 10, 9 and 4 years respec 
tively. On 5-10-1956 the association placed certain demands 
before the management on behalf of the workers which the 
management did not like and from that day onwards they began 
the salaries of Vil management has effected substantial cut in 
Kumaran from the service station to the workshop. The 
19-12-1956 . While negotiations were going on between the 

management on 

the 
of retrenchment on Sri 

management served orders 
out any justification and with intent to victimise them . Conse 

forced to resort to direct action on 
3-2-1957 it com 
tion Officer wrote to the management 

When the Concilia 
continued up to 18-2-1957. 

that 

he was 
commend that the case be referred 

going to re 
Kumanmediately cancelled the retrenchment 
order against Sri 
municated to the Conciliation Officer stating that the dispute 
was over. On 1-3-1957 Sri Kumaran joined duty and on the 
sheetagainst Kumaran for his misconduct was sentto charge 
post asking him to appear on 6-3-1957 for an enquiry. He got 
give any explanation against the charges levelled against him or 
appear for enquiry. On 6-3-1957 itself he was served with a 
dismissal order by the 

management. There was no proper 
enquiry relating to the charges Kumaran . It was 
ed by the non-observance of natural justice and vindictiveness 
and the dismissal order is liable to be set aside for the above 

and he has to be reinstated with all back wages. The 
retrenchment orders of Vikraman Nair and Sambasivan are also 
quite unjustifiable and without any proper reasons, and hence 
they are also to be reinstated with all back wages. It is also 
claimed by the workers that they are entitled to their wages for 
the period ofnon -employment caused by their direct action from 
5-2-1957 to 18-2-1957. For the above reasons they pray that an 
award be passed on the above terms. 

The contentions of the management are as follows: -- The 
Electric andMotor Works Private Ltd. was started in April 1951 
having its offices at Quilon and Ernakulam , where the business 
of petrol pump, motor workshop , sale of spare parts and servic 
ing of cars were carried on . The Ernakulam establishment was 
closed down in March 1956 as it was running at a loss . 

The period of service stated by the association for Sri 
Kumaran, Sambasivan and Vikraman Nair are quite false . They 
also deny that Sri Kumaran was an employee of the service 
station . He was first employed in the Quilon workshop as a 
semi-skilled mechanic in 1948. He subsequently gave up his 
job and left the service on 20th November 1951. He was re 
entertained at his request and he was put in the service station 
which was opened in June 1952. Sri Sambasivan was a skilled 


vitiat 


easons 


mechanic and he was given the job on the specific understand 
ing thathis place of work was at Ernakulam . Vikraman Nair 
was appointed driver in 1948 and continued in service till he 
was retrenched in 1956. The allegations that the management 
was persecuting the workers are quite false and they are made 
with the motive of making out a false case . The memorandum 
given by the association 

was a general one and was not directed 
specifically against the management of Electric and Motor 
Works Private Ltd. l he management has only welcomed the 
formation of trade union and was only encouraging its healthy 
growth by extending every sort of facilities for the purpose . 
The entire correspondence and negotiations between themana 
gement and the association will bear ample evidence for the 


same. 


taken 


Since the servicing station , Quilon was running at a loss , 
they reorganised the set up and gave it on contract basis and 
Sri Kumaran was transferred to the workshop on 1-10-1956 
with his full consentand without any reduction in his salary as 
he was unwilling to conduct the servicing station on contract 
basis. He did not make any protest at that time. The statement 
that unlawful deductions were made in the salary of Sri 
Vikraman Nair is also false. He had received advances from the 
management and the managementwas debiting the same in his 
account and therefore on that account he could not make any 
complaint. The 

the association has 

allegation that 
case of these workers on 19-12-1956 with the management is 

up the 
entirely false. The letter dated 19-12-1956 was an express 
27-12-1956. Evidently it is antedated with the ulterior motive of 
making out a false case that Vikraman Nair was retrenched 
during negotiations 

between the management and association 
regarding him and other workers. The management admits of 
having issued a notice to Vikraman Nair on 20-12-1956 and it 
had nothing to do with trade union activities but for other 
sufficient reasons. They are 

are not aware of his connection with 
the association till he was retrenched. There was no dispute 
between him and the management. Sri Kumaran was transferr 
ed to the workshop before any of the workmen joined the 
association . The management admits that a retrenchment notice 
plusage of handsin the workshop. Of the twomechanics work 

Kumaran . They admit that Kuinaran was senior 
to Sambasivan and hence the choice of Sambasivan was solely 
on the ground of efficiency and in the best interest of the work 
shop. But when notice was issued , the association came forward 
with the accusations of victimisation. In the conciliation con 
ference , in order to get out of the difficulties , the Conciliation 
Officer suggested thatKumaran s seniority may be given consid 
eration and that suggestion was accepted by the management 
and cancelled the retrenchment order issued to him and retren 
ched Sambasivan after issuing a notice to him as there was no 
place for him there. 
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Subsequently Sri Kumaran was dismissed on 6-3-1957 for the 
following reasons. After the cancellation of the retrenchment 
order issued to him , he became hostile and defiant to the 
management for reasons known to himself. He refused to join 
duty as per the registered letter dated 18th February, 1957. 
Lastly as per the registered letter of 25-2-1957, he waited till the 
last date for reporting to duly. He joined duty on 1-3-1957 but 
refused to do any work . On the 1st and 2nd days ofMarch 1957 
he was idling away his time without doing any work and pro 
claimed to the people there 

in defiant manner that he would 
begin work only till he was paid the full wages for the month of 
February. The management advised and persuaded him to do 
work but he did not pay any heed to them . He even refused to 
sign the work register for 1st and 2nd days of March. On the 
4th he 

asked to attend to the urgent repair of a motor cycle 
bearing T. C. Q. 1396. He very rudely refused to do the work 
in the presence of other workmen . The management immedi 
ately served him with a notice to explain his conduct but he 
refused to accept the same. Then it was put on the notice board 
and copies of the same were sent to the Deputy Labour Officer 
and the Assistant Labour Officer , Quilon . On the 5th March 
1957 specific charges were framed against him and he was asked 
to acknowledge receipt of the same. He refused to receive the 
charge sheet and hence it was sent by registered post to him . 
He received it at 10 a. m . on 6-3-1957 in the presence of the 
manager. On receipt of the letter, he left the workshop saying 
that he wanted to consult the staff association and then returned 
at 2 p. m . He refused to participate in the enquiry eventhough 
that an Advocate was present in the office. The Advocate came 
there for some business of his and he left the place immediately . 
Even then Kumaran refused to take part in the enquiry. 

The 

the 
hiderement recorded these facts and dismissed him 

be set 
aside for the reasons stated above. He had service in the 
company only 

16 months prior to his dismissal 
and he is not entitled to any compensation . After his dismissal, 
he forced his way into the workshop and used obscene and 
abusive language against the manager and threatened destruc 
tion of the machinery. The management was consequently 
forced to seei the aid of the police and hence he cannot be taken 

any conditions. 
The retrenchment of Sri Sambasivan was perfectly justi 
fiable. When Sri Kumaran was reinstated at the intervention 
of the Conciliation Officer on the ground of seniority , the re 
trenchment of Sambasivan became necessary in the interest of 
the workshop as it was working at a loss. Since the retrench 
ment of Sambasivan , the management has not entertained any 
other person and hence the case o victimisation set up by the 
association is quite unfounded and it shows only the bonafides 
of the management. After the disinissal of Sri Kumaran 
Sambasivan has not applied for any job and his conduct has 
een quite exemplary. His period of service was only 2 years 
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and 9 months and the management is ready to pay compensation 
to him . 

The retrenchment of Sri Vikraman Nair was also on proper 
grounds. The management was not in need of a driver since 
three members of the management had obtained driving licenses 
and they were driving the car and he had therefore no work to 
justify , his continuance . Further, the car T. C. Q. 1877 which 
he was driving was actually disposed of in early January 1957. 
Hence the retrenchment of Sri Vikraman Nair became necessary 
and he was accordingly, retrenched. The averment that he was 
retrenched as he was a convener of the association is quite false 
and the management 

is prepared 

to 

pay the compensation due 
to him . 
Wh 

The workers are not entitled to compensation for loss of 
employment during the days of strike for the following reasons: 
The workers entered the workshop on 5-2-57 and remained 
without 

doing any work . When they were asked to do the work 
they shouted slogans and said that it was a stay in strike. 
There was no notice of such a strike either from the workmen 
or from the association . The management immediately put up 
notice that they should resume work but the action continued . 
As a 

result of this strike, cars sent to the workshop by the 
customers had to be returned unattended occasioning loss to the 
management. It is therefore stated that they are not entitled 
to be compensated for loss of employment during days of strike, 
as it was brought out by their illconceived action. 

For the reasons stated above it is prayed that an award be 
passed rejecting the claims of the workmen with costs . 

The association has filed a rejoinder denying the allegations 
in the statement of the management and reiterating their con 
tentions. 

The association has examined ww1 & 2 and produced 
exhibits W1 & 2 to prove their case. The management has 
examined EWs 1 to 4 and produced Exts. El to E 28 . 

Issue No. 1. The first question to be considered under this 
issue is whether Sri Kumaran was given reasonable opportunity 
to answer the charges brought against him by the management 
and whether there was a proper enquiry relating to the same 
before he was dismissed. It is very vehemently contended by 
the association that Sri Kumaran was not given any opportunity 
either to explain his conduct or to make arrangements for his 
tention and that it has to prevail in the circumstances of this 
was an ex parte one and it was conducted with feverish haste 
withoutobserving the principles of natural justice. The worker 
Kumaran got the charge sheet, Ext. E19, only at 10 a. m 
6-3-57 while he was in the workshop and he was dismissed on 
the very same evening. It is almost admitted that he does not 
know English . He was not given any reasonable opportunity 
to consult the Secretary of the association , to submit his expla 
nation or to defend himself. He was not even aware of the 
charges against him since Ext. E19 was written in English, 


on 


airy 


eme its 


swear 


Further the charges are also not very specific. Ext. E5 is the 
notice calling for explanation and it contains only two charges. 
namely , that he was idling away the time in the workshop and 
that he refused to attend to the repair of motor cycle bearing 
TCQ . 1396. Ext. E19 containsmore charges and it does not con 
lain the charge of refusing to attend to the repair of the motor 
cycle. Thus it is seen that he was not given an opportunity to 
explain the charges contained in Ext.E19 against him . From 
the above facts I am convinced that he was not given any 
reasonable 

opportunity to answer the charges against him or to 
make 

arrangement for his defence . 
Then coming to the enquiry itself it can be seen that the 
procedure adopted by the management was quite improper and 
far from satisfactory. Ext. E 24 is the proceedings of the 
domestic enquiry dated 6-3-57 conducted by the management. 
Three witnesses were examined by the General Manager there 
and they were respectively the manager of the workshop , a 
clerk employed in the workshop , and a suit clerk of the com 
pany. Of the above three witnesses, workshop clerk and suit 
clerk are examined here besides the General Manager. EW2 is 
the clerk of the workshop and he svrears that they were not 
questioned by the General anager but aly got 
signed by them in the enquiry. The suit clerk EW3 would 

that he was questioned but I do not place any reliance 
on his evidence . He is a tout, whose work is to conduct cases 
in courts on behalf of several people in the town and so it is 
sure that he would not alienate the sympathy, of one of his 
clients. Thus it is seen that the procedure adopted in the 
enquiry by the management was also not proper. 

the above reasons I hold that worker Kumaran was not 
given reasonable opportunity to answer the charges against 
him or to defend himself and therefore there was no proper 
dismissal is sustainable on merits and whether there is evidence 

xt question to be considered is whether the order of 
available before me to show that worker Kumaran was guilty of 
charges againstainst Kumaran 

and it is corroborated by the 
evidence of CW2 the workshop clerk, and on going through 
their evidence I see no reasons disbelieve 

them 

eventhough 
have 

exaggerated the matters aa little. General 
Manager as EW1 swears that Kumaran was idling away the time 
from the 1st of March 1957 onwards after he was reinstated at 
the intervention of the Conciliation Officer. Kumaran would 
swear that he was not allotted any work on those days, i. e., 1st 
and 2nd March. The General Manager also admits it. Hewas 
particularly asked to attend to the repair of a motor cycle which 
also he refused . He behaved rudely to the manager of the 
workshop , when he was asked to do work , by saying that he 
would send away " Jomelausro from Quilon . Though the above 
expression means only Tamil Brahmin but we have to view the 
matter in the context he has used those words, namely , when he 
was asked to do work by the manager . Secondly , ithas become 
a habit with Kumaran to refuse letlers sent to him by the 
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management. EW2 swears that it was he who took Exts. E5 and 
19 to him buthe refused and hence Ext. E5 was put on notice 
board and Ext. E19 was sent to him by registered post. He 
further swears thathe refused to sign the work register, Ext. E7. 
manager. The contention that he was not aware of the enquiry 
is a barefaced lie in the face of the letter Ext. E6 sent by the 
secretary of the association just after his dismissal order. It is 
stated therein that Kumaran did not take part in the enquiry as 
there was an Advocate in the office at that time. He could have 
attended the enquiry when ordered by the management and 
asked for time to make arrangement for his defence. Perhaps 
Kumaran might have refused to attend the enquiry due to the 
feeling that he retrenched eventhough he was senior to Samba 
sivan and that he was reinstated only at the intervention of the 
Conciliation Officer. But that is no plea for such behaviour 
when one has to maintain discipline in the workshop. His acts 
really 
the allegation that the management was actuated by vindictive 
ness and victimisation in dismissing him . It is the usual 
slogan of the workers that they are being persecuted and victi 
mised for having taken part in the trade union activities when 
they are retrenched or any disciplinary action is taken against 
them by the management for misconduct. For the reasons 
stated above I hold that Sri Kumaran was guilty ofmisconduct. 

Then coming to the question of punishment I think thatit 
has to be modified in the circumstances of this case. To me it 
appears that it is unduly harsh and severe especially when it is 
credit in the company. Further, harshness by itself sometimes 
may be evidence of victimisation . Considering all the facts and 
circumstances appearing in this case set aside the order of 
dismissalagainst Kumaran to one of suspension and reinstate 
him without any back wages. 

Issue No. 2. The question to be considered under this issue 
is whether the retrenchment of mechanic Sri Sambasivan and 
driver Sri Vikraman Nair was proper and for sufficient reasons. 
The burden of proof is on the management to show that they 
were retrenched on proper grounds. From the evidence it is 
seen Sri Sambasivan was a skilled mechanic and he was 
originally employed in the Ernakulam branch and when itwas 
closed down, his services were terminated along with the other 
employees. Subsequently he was reappointed in Quilon work 
shop on the ground of efficiency and retrenched Kumaran since 
theworkshop was running at a loss. But at the suggestion of 
the Conciliation Officer the order of retrenchment 
Kumaran was cancelled and Sri Sambasivan was retrenched 
after due notice. Thus it is seen that there was no place for 
Sainħasivan in the workshop when Kumaran was reinstated on 
the ground of seniority. The General Manager swears to the 
above facts and he also states that the conduct of Sambasivan 
had been quite exemplary throughout his services and the 
management would be willing to take him when an opportunity 
comes to them . He further states that the case of victimisation 


that 
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set up 

by the association is false and that Sambasivan never 
complained to them about his salary . After the dismissal of 
Kumaran the management was not aware about the where 
abouts of Sambasivan and he has also not applied for any job. 
Further, after his retrenchment nobody was appointed in 
place. It only shows the bonafides of the management. 

his 
Sri Sambasivan was also not anxious for reinstatement in the 
place of Sri Kumaran when Kumaran was dismissed He has 
not even cared to go to the box and swear to his case. He has 
put in only a total period of 2 years and 9 months service 
including the services he had at Ernakulam . No specific claims 
for compensation are put forward by him . I therefore hold that 
his retrenchment is quite proper and for sufficient reasons, but 
he is entitled to the compensation due to him under the rules 
from the management. 

Then comes the case of driver Sri Vikraman Nair . He 
entered service in 1948 and continued till he was retrenched on 
20-12-56. The GeneralManager swears that by the end of 1956 
there was not enough work in the company to justify his con 
tinuance as three members of the management have already 
obtained driving licences. Further , the vehicles T. C. Q. 1877 
belonging to the company was agreed to be sold by the middle 

1957 
Hence it is quite clear that the place of a driver in 
has become redundant and he was accordingly retrenched on 
20-12-56. It is contended by the association that the company 
reinstated. There is no substance in this contention. It is true 
that one of the employees in the company owns a car and he 

to be a member of the management. That is no ground 
for contending that the car belongs to the company. The case 
put forward by Vikraman Nair in the box is that he was 
retrenched as he was the convener of the association and 
since he protested against the deductions in his salary . The 
above contention is not believable and it can be seen from the 
following facts. The General Manager swears that he never 
knew that he was the convener of the association nor has he 
received any protest for deductions in the salary . It has come 
out in the evidence that Vikraman Nair had taken a loan from 
the company in connection with his marriage expenses and that 
the management was appropriating small amounts from the 
salary with his knowledge on account of the loan. The manage 
ment has no objection to take him back in service when an 
opportunity comes to them . For the reasons stated above I 
hold that the retrenchment of Sri Vikraman Nair is also proper 
and for sufficient reasons, but he is entitled to the compensation 
due to him under the rules from themanagement. 

Issue No. 3, Not pressed by the association . 

In the result Ipass an award as indicated above. The parties 
will bear their respective costs. This award will come into 
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Opération on the expiry of 30 days from the date of its publica 
tion in the Government Gazette under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Quilon , 

P. SANKU PILLAI, 
11-12-1957. 

Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX . 
Witnesses for the Association : 

WW1. K. Kumaran . 

WW2. P. Vikraman Nair . 
Witnesses for the management: 

EW1. K. Venkataraman . 
EW2. T. S. Rajaratinum Pillai. 
EW3. M.Raghavan Pillai. 

EW4. B. Wellington . 
Exhibits for the Association : 
Ext. W1. Letter dated 7-3-57 from the association to the 

management. 
W2. Conditions of contract written by T. S. Venkit 

eswaran . 
Exhibits for the management: 
Ext. El. Copy of the retrenchment notice dated 2-2-57. 
E2. Copy of letter dated 18-2-57 from the manage 

ment to the Association . 
E3. Copy of office order dated 1-3-57. 
E4. Copy of job card of the management for motor 

cycle T. C . Q. 1396 dated in 4-3-57 . 
E5. Copy ofnotice dated 4-3-57 from the management 

to Sri K. Kumaran. 
E6. Copy of letter dated 7-3-57 from the association to 

the management. 
E7. Work Register of the management. 
» E8. Management s file containing all relevant papers 

for the case. 
E9. Copy of letter dated 19-12-56 from the association 

to the management. 
E9 (a ) . Letter dated 19-12-56 from the association to 

the management. 
E10. Copy of letter dated 24-12-56 from the association 
E11 . Copy of letter dated 27-12-56 from the manage 
E12. Copy of letter dated 29-12-56 from the manage 

ment to the association. 
E13. Copy of statement of account of Sri P. Vikraman 

Nair, Driver, for 1953–57. 
E14. Copy of management s notice dated 5-2-57 warn 

ing six workers workshop 
E15 . Copy of management s notice dated 7-2-57, Time 

E16 . Copy ofmanagement s notice dated 9-2-57 . 
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Ext. E17. Copy of letter dated 5-10-56 from the association 
E18 . Copy of letter dated 18-10-56 from the manage 

ment to the association . 
E19. Management s notice dated 5-3-57 for conducting 

an enquiry . 
E20. Copy of letter dated 10-3-57 from the manage 

ment to the association . 
E21. Management s office order dated 6-3-57 terminat 

ing SriK.Kumaran s service. 
E22 . Copy of letter 

dated 27-12-56 from themanage 
ment to the association .. 
E23. Job card of the management for motor cycle 

T. C. Q. 1396 dated 4-3-57. 
E24. Proceedings of the enquiry conducted on 6-3-57 

at 3 p . m . in the workshop office by the 

Manager, Sri K. Venkataraman . 
E25. Findings dated 6th March 1957 by Sri K.Venkata 
E26 . Postal receipt dated 6-3-57. 
E27. Acknowledge receipt dated 7-3-57. 
E28 . Report of T. S. Rajaratinum Pillai dated 6-3-57. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 53 dated 31st December 1957. 
PARTI 
Labour and Local Administration Department. 

NOTIFICATION . 
No. L. Dis. 26080 / 57 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th December 1957. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey under Sec 
tion 33 - A of the Industrial DisputesAct, 1947 in respect of the 
dispute between the Superintendent, Vengathanain_Estate , 
Mundakayam and their workman Sri Cholayappan , Ex -Field 
Worker , Vengathanan Estate,Mundakayam received by Govern 
ment on 6-12-57 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

P.I. JACOB , 
Secretary 


Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey. 

Present 
SRI K. SHAHUL HAMEED 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 24 OF 1957 

Between 

SRI CHOLAYAPPAN 
Ex - FIELD WORKER , VENGATHANAM ESTATE, MUNDAKAYAM 

( Complainant) 

and 

THE SUPERINTENDENT 
VENGATHANAM ESTATE, MUNDAKAYAM (Opposite Party ) 
Representation : 

Sri N. Gangadhara Menon , Advocate, Ernakulam for 

complainant. 
Sri James Mackil, Advocate, Kottayam for Opposite 
Party . 

AWARD 
1. This is a complaint under section 33- A of the I. D. Act 
1947. Sri Cholayappan , Ex-Field worker, Vengathanam Estate 
is the complainant. The complaint was filed on 14-5-57. The 
allegations in the complaint were these. The complainant was a 
workman in the above said Estate . On 25-2-57 he was illegally 
dismissed from service. No proper enquiry was conducted before 
dismissing him . I. D. 113/56 

in which both the complainant and 
the Opposite party are concerned was pending before this 
Tribunal and the management had violated the provisions 
Section 33 of the I. D. Act in terminating the complainant s 
services in the abovesaid manner. Therefore the complainant 
prayed that he should be restored to his former place with his 
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as it 


was 


back wages. Sri T. C. Kurien the Superintendent entered 
appearance and filed his objections on 17-6-57. His contentions 
were as follows. The complaint is not maintainable either in 
law or on facts. This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain 
or decide the complaint. The complainant is not a workman 
relates only to the dismissal of five workers. It is admitted 
that the complainant was dismissed from service on 26-2-57 . 
He was dismissed after a full and proper enquiry for gross mis . 
conduct under the standing orders . On 22-2-57 the complainant 

working along with other workers under the supervision of 
and he also interfered with the work of other workers by going 
in their midst and entertaining them in conversation . Inspite 
of repeated requests of SriK. Kurien , the complainant refused 
to do his work properly and SriKurien had to warn him . At 
this the complainant got very infuriated, ran towards Sri Kurien 
abusing him and cuthim with an Arival. Although Sri Kurien 
was able to ward off the attack , the Ariyal hit him on his lips 
and wounded him . He was only saved by the intervention of 
Sri P. Checkutty Kangani and other workers who managed to 
snatch off the Arival from the complainant. Show cause notice 
No. 18 dated 22-2-57 was issued to the complainant and a full 
was conducted in his presence on 25-2-57. 

26-2-57 Copies 
of the show cause notice and dismissal order were duly for 
warded to the Labour Officer, Monkompu . Thus his dismissal 
from service was fully justified. The management was under 
the bonafide belief that prior permission of the Tribunal under 
Section 33 was not necessary for dismissing the complainant. The 
Labour Officer was kept informed of the action taken against 
the complainant. That the complainant himself did not 
genuinely feel aggrieved at his dismissal or consider that the 
from the inordinate delay in filing the complaint. Even if it i 
held that the discom,sed disthescomplainant withinacontar menting 
and the complainant is not entitled to any relief. Therefore the 
management submitted that the complaint should be dismissed 
with costs. The complainant was examined as WW1 and Exts . 
W1and W2 were marked for him . On the side of themanage 
ment EW1 and EW2 were examined, and Exts. El to E3 were 

2. Section 33 A of the I. D. Act 1947 has been amended by 
the Industrial Disputes (Amendment and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Act, 1956 which has been put into force in this State 
on 10-3-57. Section 33A as it stood before the amendment 
differs from the new section in material particulars. Under the 
new section the managements are given the freedom to alter the 
service conditions of their workmen for any matter unconnected 
with the issue in adjudication by discharge dismissal. The 
only condition imposed upon the management on such contin 
gencies is that they should move for formal approval of the 


marked. 


Tribunal after they had taken the necessary steps. Now it has 
to be decided at the outset whether this complaint is to be 
adjudicated under the old 33 A or the new amended section of 
the I. D. Act. It is admitted by both parties in this case that 
the cause of action has arisen on 25-2-57 when the unamended 
an offence can be tried or a cause adjudicated only under the 
section was in force. It is fundamental principle of law that 
law in force at the time. Therefore I have no hesitation in 
holding that this complaint has to be adjudicated under the 
provisions of the unamended section 33A of the I. D. Act. 

3. In a complaint under Section 33 A the Tribunal has to 
consider two points (i) the fact of contravention of Section 33 of 
the I. D. Act and (ii) the merits of the act or order of the 
management impeached or impugned by the complainant. 

I consider these aspects of the question I am duty bound 
under law to answer certain preliminary objections raised 
by the management in their written statement. They are 
mainly two (i) the complainant is not a workman concerned in 
I. D. 113/56 on the file of this Tribunal and therefore this Tribu 
nal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate it and (ii) there is 
inordinate delay in filing the complaint and hence it is not 
maintainable. As regards the first objection , I. D. 113 / 5S is an 
Industrial dispute between the Superintendent, Vengathanam 
Estate, Mundakayam and the workmen of the above Estate 
represented by the General Secretary, High Range 

Estate 
Employees Association , Mundakayam . it has been referred to 
me for adjudication by Government Order L. Dis. 17090 / 56 /DD 
dated 7-8-56 and it is still pending before me. The issue refer 
above said Estate by the management is justifiable or not. In 
the case between Balarama Varma Textiles Ltd., Shencotta vs 
Kamatchi Pillai and others the Labour Appellate Tribunal held 
that where a dispute though concerning an individual is made a 
collective one the other workmen would certainly be concerned 
therein . In the instant case the fact that the complainant 
Cholyappan is a workman of the Estate is not disputed. 
Therefore he must certainly be concerned in the main dispute as 
the Estate are interested. Therefore the first objection does not 
stand to reason and it is hereby overruled. The second objec 
tion relates to the inordinate delay. The cause of action has 
avisen on 25-2-57 and the complaint was filed on 14-5-57. In 
1954 (2) LLJ p 573 the Learned Industrial Tribunal, Bombay 
observed that a complaint under Section 33 A should be made 
as far as possible during the pendency of the adjudication pro 
ceedings and that if It ismade after such pendency it should be 
made within a reasonable time and that no hard and fast rule 
can be laid down to define the reasonableness of time. In this 
case the delay is only for 2 months and 17 days and I. D. 113/56 
is still pending before me. The delay is not much . Therefore 
in the interest of justice I condone the delay and repell the 
second objection also. In the result I find that this complaint 
ismaintainable and that I have jurisdiction to adjudicate it. 
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4. The next point is the fact of contravention of the pro 
visions 

of the Section 33 of the I. D.Act by the management. 
The dismissal is admitted 

by the management. It is definitely 
during the pendency of I. D. 113/56 before me in which both the 
co cholayappan 
is an alteration of his conditions of service by 
themanagement to his prejudice. The management does not dis 
mission from this Tribunal. They have stated in their objec 
tion that they bonafide believed that such permission was not 
necessary . Ignorance of law is no excuse . Therefore I hola 
that themanagement has violated the provisions of Section 33of 
the I. D. Act. 

5. Now I proceed to examine the dismissal of Cholayappan 
on its merits . The misconduct alleged against Cholayappan was 
that on 22-2-57 he refused to do his work as directed by Store 

keeper Kurien and on being warned by the said Kurien he cut 
• Kurien with an Arival Ext. W1 is the show cause notice 

notice is admitted by Choiayappan. The enquiry was conducted 
in the office of the Estate on 25-2-57 at 9amm . Cholayappan 
was present at the enquiry . Four witnesses including the 
proceedings aremarked Ext. C2. The accused Cholayappan has 
that it is true that when he was abused by 
given a statement. . He has also signed it. He has stated therein 

Store -keeper 

Kurien 
he aimed the Arival against him ; that when Kurien caught 
hold of his hand he freed himself by waving the Arival ; that 
they grappled with each other , and that in the scuffle Kurien s 

But the four 
witnesses have sworn to the prosecution case. They corro 
borate each other. It is also recorded in the enquiry that 
Cholayappan said that he had no witnesses to be examined on 
his side. The enquiry was conducted by Chacko Varughese, 
the Head Clerk of the Estate who was examined before me as 
EW1 in the absence of the Superintendent who had to leave 
the Estate all on a sudden on the fore-noon of 25-2-57. The 
findingsare entered by Mr.Kurien the Superintendent (EW2) 
when he returned to the Estate on the same day evening. This 
fact is recorded in the enquiry proceedings by Sri Kurien in 
Sri M.Chacko Varughese, Head Clerk was authorised to conduct 
the enquiry and Cholayappan wasalso informed accordingly ." 
Ext. 12. It is noted that 

previous record also has been referred to in 
for his and indecent behaviour 

an enquiry 
was held and he was found guilty. But he was let off with a 
warning as he submitted an apology . Therefore the Superinten 
dent decided that in view of the gravity of the offence he should 
be dismissed . The order of dismissal is Ext.W2dated 26-2-57 . 
Cholayappan admitted that hehad been served with Ext.W2 also . 
Sri N. Gangadhara Menon the learned counsel for the.com 
plainant attacked the enquiry against Cholayappan on the sole 
ground that the enquiry was conducted by an unauthorised 
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person, viz., Chacko Varughese : that the person who entered 
the findings is different from the person who conducted the 
enquiry ; and that therefore tice whole enquiry has beer 
vitiated . He argued that according to Ext. W1 show cause notica, 
Cholayappan was informed that he should appear before the 
Superinter.dent for the enquiry but when he turned up for the 
enquiry he found that it was conducted by Chacko Varughese. 
Sri Menon added that Cholayappan has sworn that he was 
never informed of the change . Sri Menon relied on 1955 (2) 
LLJp 717 in support of his contention . In that case it was 
admitted that the enquiry was conducted by one Do: di who 
was the Assistant Manager of the concern but who on the day 

aquestion was carrying out the duties of the manaçer. The 
only question that arose for determination was whether the 
enquiry held was in accordance with the standing orders . Their 
Lordships of the Appellate Tribunal observed the words used 
in defining the word manager under the standing orders are 
clear and free of doubt and refer only to the person nominated 
asmanager under the factories Act and not to any other person 
who may actually performing the duties of a manager for 
the time being and who may thereby make himself liable to 
carry out all the provisions of the Act wh ch relate to a 
and their Lordships ordered the reinstatement of the dismissed 
employee. Sri James Mackil the learned Advocate who appear. 
ed for the management in replying to this point submitted that 
the facts of the above said case do not apply 

to the present case. 
He stressed that in the 1952 (2 ) LLJ case there was a rule in the 
standing orders that all enquiries should be conducted only 
by the manager and nobody else and such orders passed would 
not be valid even if it was subsequently confirined by a nomi 
nated manager. The Vengathanam Estate also is governed by a 
certified standing order . There is no such provision in it. 
Sub -clauses 3, 4 and 5 of clause 23 deal with how the enquiry is 
to be conducted and the mode of awarding punishment. They 

follows: 
man concerned is informed in writing of the alleged misconduct 
and is given an opportunity to explain the circumstances alleged 
against him . In awarding punishment under this Standing Order, 
the Superintendent/Manager shall take into account the gravity 
of the misconduct, the previous record , if any, of the workman 
and any other extenuating or aggravating circumstances which 

(4 ) If the Superintendent /Manager is satisfied that the 
gravity of the misconduct committed is not such as to warrant 
either dismissal or suspension but that the circumstances are 
such as not to exonerate the workman concerned , the Superin 
tendent /Manager may give the workman a warning ting 
and make a note of such warning in a special register to be 
maintained for the purpose . 

(5) A copy of every order made by the Superintendent/ 
Manager under this Standing Order shall be supplied to the 
workman concerned ." 


are as 


may exist . 


be 


In 


These sub -clauses do not lay down a wy rule as to the person 
who should conduct the enquiry . Sri Mackilhas further pointed 
out that in all cases ofdismissals, the Tribunals do not sit as an 
Appellate Court over the domestic forum but they interfere 
only when it appears to them that the enquiry has been vitiated 
by certain circumstances. This point has been clarified in the 
have stated in paras 11 and 12 of their decision . 

ma 
11. The power of the management to direct its internal 
administration 
the personnel cannot be denied but with the emergence of 
protected against vindictive or capricious action the part of 

managementwhich may affect the security of his service, 
this power has to be subjected to certain restrictir ns, butat the 
same time undue interference by a Tribunal with administration 
and management should not be encouraged . It would thus be 
open to the Tribunal to examine the findings of the management 
on the charge of misconduct to assure itself that there is 
evidence to support the finding and that the decision of the 
management is a possible view on the evidence before it. 
such a case the Tribunal should refrain from substituting its 
own judgment for the judgment of the management, as in 
such matters the Tribunal does notact like a court of appeal 
but rather as a supervisory body exercising what would 
ordinarily be regarded as powers of revision for correction of 
basic errors which go to the root of the matter and of perverse 
findings. Consequently any vindictive or capricious action on 
the part of the management or the fact that the trouble had 
been provoked by the action of the management, may be 
relevant factors for consideration in determining whether 
interference with the decision of the management is called for. 
relation to the charges against the employee will not prevail if 

(b ) it is a case of victimisation or unfair labour practice 

or violation of the principles of natural justice, or 
(c) there is a basic 

error on facts, 
(a ) there has been a perverse finding on the materials . 
12. " It after 
the Tribunal that it ought not to interfere with the findings of 

on the aforesaid lines it is found by 
the management that the charge has been proved , the Tribunal 
must next consider whether it should interfere with the 

e punish 
ment. The management, with the knowledge and experience of 

the problems which confront it in the day to day work of the 
Chroniste 
punishment should be, but its decision is liable to 
be revised if the Tribunal is of opinion that the punishment is 
so unjust that a remedy is called for in the interest of justice. 
It must, however, be remembered that it is essential that the 
matter should not be viewed altogether subjectively from the 
point of view only of the employer or employee but also 
objectively in the interest of industry for bringing about a 
harmony in the relationship between the two." 


or 
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In this case both EW1 and EW2 would swear that 
Cholayappan was orally, informed that enquiry would be 
conducted by the Head Clerk in the absence of the Superinten 
dentwho had to leave the Estate urgently all on a sudden that 
day morning. It has alsс been so recorded in the enquiry 
proceedings. In the face of th s evidence I do not believe 
Cholayappan when he says that he was not informed of it at all. 
Cholayappan has part-taken in the enquiry. He has admitted 
in broad detail the incident that happened which is the subject 
matter of the charge. He has set up a definite case and that has 
been properly disproved by evidence before the domestic 
enquiry. The findings at the enquiry are borne out by the 
evidence . They are not perverse . No circumstance has been 
brought out to show that it has been vitiated . No prejudice has 
been caused to Cholayappan. The punishment meted out is 
also commensurate with the offence proved. I agree with Sri 
Mackil in his contention that the enquiry has been proper. I am 
satisfied that the dismissal is justifiable . Hence I decline to 
interfere . I hold that the complaint is not sustainable on merits . 
In the result the complaint is dismissed . No order as to costs . 
Awarded accordingly . 
Alleppey, 

K. SHAHUL HAMEED, 
3-12-1957. 

Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 
Witness for the complainant. 
WW1 Cholayappan 

Exhibits for the complainant 
Ext. W1 Show cause notice dated 22-2-1957. 
W2 Dismissal order dated 26-2-1957. 

Witnesses for the Employer . 
EW1 M. Chacko Varughese. 
EW2 K.Kurien . 

Exhibits for the Employer. 
Ext. El Signature of cholayappan in an apology 

submitted by him . 
E2 Enquiry proceedings against Cholayappan . 
E3 Office copy of letter dated 26-2-1957 from 

Superintendent to Labour Officer , Monkombu . 
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PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department (Labour A ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. L. Dis. 26937/57 L & LAD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 11th December 1957. 
. The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of St. Mary s Estate, Kovilampara and their 
workmen represented by the Vice-President, Kurumbranad Taluk Estate 
Workers Union, Kovilambara P.O., received by Government on 12-12-1957 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1917 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary to Gorerament, 
Defore the Labour Court, Kozhikode 

Present: 
SRI K. M. EIPE, B. A.,B.L., 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 15 OF 1957. 

Between 
THE MANAGEMENT, 
ST. MARY S ESTATE, KOVILAMPARA 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE ESTATE REPRESENTED BY THE VICE-PRESIDENT, 
KURUMBRANAD TALUK ESTATE WORKERS UNION , 

KOVILAMPARA , POST. 
Representation : 

Advocate--Sriv. Shivananda Rao for the Union . 
Advocate --Sri C. S. Balakrishna Iyer for the Management , 

AWARD 
This dispute has been referred for adjudication by the Government 
as per Order No. L. Dis . 19347|57|L & LAD , dated 23-9-57. The issue 
referred is " Is the non -employment of Sri Kuttappan Nair by the 
management of the St. Mary s Estate P.O. Kovilampara, (Via ) Kuttiadi, 
proper ? If so and if not to what relief is the worker entitled ? 

2. The case of the Union as set forth in its statement is as follows: 
Sri Kuttappan Nair joined the St. Mary s Estate as a Writer in January, 
1949. He is a permanent employee and his salary is Rs. 50 p. m .besides 
annas twelve daily bata . Kuttappan Nair was granted one and a half 
months leave on 19-7-56 since he had an attack of paralysis. On 1-9-56 
after he had recovered from his illness Sri Kuttappan Nair duly reported 
for duty when the manager of the estate Sri K. C. Thomas informed 
him that he had instructions from his father that Sri Kuttappan Nair 
should not be given work when he reports for duty. He was further 
informed by Sri Thomas that his father s permission should be obtained 
by Sri Kuttappan Nair before he was re-entertained. Sri Kuttappan 
Nair wrote to the manager s father Sri Thomas Cherian and he got a 
reply dated 15-9-56 in which it was stated that he will not be given 
further work in the estate since he helped to organise the workers of 
the estate into a Trade Union . For this Sri Nair wrote back that he 
was not guilty of any misconduct and that the reason stated in Sri Thomas 
Cherian s letter did not warrant denial of work to him . Such denial of 
work amounts to unfair labour practice and victimisation for legitimate 
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trade union activity . Sri Nair has put in 716 years of continuous service 
and the management has not given him any notice, notice pay or gra 
tuity . Hence it is prayed that Sri Kuttappan Nair be reinstated with 
back wages and continuity of service. 

3. For the management a counter statement has been filed which I 
am constrained to characterise as unnecessarily long and loosely drafted . 
This statement after giving details of the circumstances under which the 
St. Mary s Estate was opened , its 

s acreage, cultivation etc., goes in for 
a detailed discription of the circumstances in which Sri Kuttappan Nair 
came toto the Estate from Travancore in 

how 
Sri Thomas Cherian took pity on him , befriended him , helped him with 
work , food and shelter etc., etc. The statement then goes on to say 
that Sri 

Kuttappan Nair was being paid only Rs. 40 p.m . til June 1956 
and thereafter he was being given only Rs. 50 p. m . without any bata 

by the Union . Then comes a narration of the several mis 
deeds and acts of faithlessness and treachery committed by SriKuttappan 
Nair against Sri Thomas Cherian and the Estate. It is then alleged 
that Sri Nair voluntarily left the service of the Estate since he had 
opened a tea shop and a grocery shop of his own. 

The said shops 
appeared to flourish for some time but they ultimately floundered due 
to Il -management by Sri Kuttappan Nair. Sri Nair then approached 
Sri K. C. Thomas for a job in the estate but that was refused. Till 
April 1957 things remained like that , but when the new Government 
came into power he started certain disputes regarding the compound 
and building in which he was residing . He further preferred Criminal 
Complaints against Sri K. C. Thomas on the ground that Sri Thomas 
and others had trespassed into his (Sri Nair s) property and committed 
theft by cutting and removing an "Ayinipilavu ". After enquiry the Police 
referred the complaint false. Then certain attempts at conciliation 
were made by the Union Vice-President and 

subsequently 
trict Labour Officer, Kozhikode. Those attempts failed. 
Sri Nair had preferred another Criminal Complaint against Sri K. C. 

Meanwhile 
Thomas and his brother Sri K. C. Joseph alleging that they had tres 
passed into Sri Nair s shop building. That complaint was also referred 
by the police as false. Then the Police took necessary steps to prosecute 
Sri Nair under Section 211 I. P. C. for giving intentionally false com 
plaints to police. Sri Kuttappan Nair thereupon went to his wife s house. 
brought with him Sri A. C. Kelappan Nair, a prominent man of that 
repented for all that he had done, that he would no more demand employ 
ment, that he would vacate the shop building, that he would go and 
live in the 134 acres leased out to him and his brother and that 
Sri Thomas Cherian might give 

him any 

gratuity that Sri Thomas Cherian 
and Sri A. C. Kelappan Nair might agree upon . 

On the mediation of 
Sri Kelappan Nair Sri Thomas Cherian then agreed to pay Sri Kuttappan 
Nair a gratuity of Rs. 650 and this amount was paid on 18-9-57 upon 
Sri Kuttappan Nair executing Ext. El. receipt. Sri Nair is not entitled 
to any relief in the face of Ext. El receipt and the payment of Rs. 650 
evidenced by it. It is further alleged the management that the present 
union does not satisfy the provisions of the Trade Union Act of 1926 and 
also that the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, does not 
apply to the present dispute. 

4. The union has filed a rejoinder in which all the misdeeds levelled 
against Sri Kuttappan Nair by the management in its counter statement 


by the Dis 


he sincerely 
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are denied. 

As for Ext. E1 - receipt, it is alleged it was obtained by 
coercion and under threat of filing a crinrinal complaint against 
Sri Kuttappan Nair, after this dispute was referred for adjudication to 
this Court. The allegations that the present union is not covered by the 
Trade Union Act and that this dispute is not covered by the Industrial 
Dispute Act are also denied . 

5. Issue No. 1.-- The simple question to be decided in this case is 
whether worker Sri Kuttappan Nair while in service in the St. Mary s 
Estate was denied employment on 1-9-56 when he reported for duty after 
he recovered from his illness as contented by the Union or whether he 
voluntarily left as alleged by the managernment. For the Union 
Sri Kuttappan Nair and Sri C. J. Antony, the ex -secretary of the Union 
have been examined and Exts. P1 to P3 got marked . For the manage 
ment Sri A. C. Kelappan Nair has been examined and Exts Ei and E2 
marked. It would be helpful to quote here Ext si in full since the fate 
of this case depends mainly on this document. 

" കററ്യാ 51 സെൻ ” മേരീസ മ ണ്ണറം ” മാ ന ജ രമാരുടെ താ ച്ഛ ൻ 
ശ്രീ . കദളി കോട്ട ൽ 

ചെറിയാൻ 

അവർകൾ ക • കംഉപ്പുരയ്ക്കൽ കുട്ടപ്പൻനായർ 
എഴുതി കാടുത്ത രശീതി. 

. ഞാൻ 1948 മുത ൽ 1956 ജൂ 
ആയിരുന്നു. 1958 

ജു മാസംവരെഎണ്ണറ വ ക ജാലിയിൽ 

ജുലയിൽ ഞാൻ ചികിത്സാ തം 132ാലിയിൽനിന്നും 
വിരമ ക്കു കയുംഎന്നെ 
മാരും ഞാനുമായി ഒരു ര ഷം ഉരുവിക്കു ക യും 

ിച്ചു ജോലിയിൽ എടുക്കുന്നതിനെപ്പററി മാനേജർ 

യിരുന്നു. എസ്റ്റററിൽ ഞാൻ 
താ മസ 

ച്ച ത ന്ന സ്ഥലത്തെപ്പറ്റിയും ഒരു പീടിക കെട്ടിട സം ബന്ധി 
ചില ത ങ്ങൾ ഞാൻ കൊണ്ടുവന്നിരുന്നു. ഈ തക്കങ്ങളെല്ലാം ശ്രീ . എ . സി. 
ക കപ്പൻനായരുടെമദ്ധ്യസ്ഥതയിൽ പറഞ്ഞുതീർത്തിരിക്കുന്നു. തങ്ങളെല്ലാം 

ാനിച്ചു നിങ്ങ ളു ടെ ? ജാലിയിൽനിന്നും വിരമിച്ചു. നിങ്ങളുടെ വക 
വീട്ടിൽനിന്നും മാറിഎന്റെ സ്വന്തം സാലാ ത്താട്ടു പോകുന്നതിനെ മുൻനിത്തി 
650 ക . (അര നൂറ്റി അൻപതുറ 

ഒപ്പിട്ടിരിക്കുന്നു.19 
18_9.1957 . 

എന്നു ക , കുട്ടപ്പൻനായർ (ഒപ്പ്) , 
If Ext. E1 is a valid document then the worker is not entitled to 
succeed since therein it is clearly admitted that all the disputes between 
the parties including the one relating to the re-employment of the worker 
in the estate have been fully settled and that the worker has voluntarily 
given up his services in the estate, for a consideration of Rs. 650 paid 
to him in cash on the date of its execution i.e. 18-9-57. It has to be 
mentioned in this connection that not a word is mentioned about Ext.El 
receipt or of the payment mentioned therein in the first statement filed , 
by the Union before this Court. In the counter statement by themanage 
ment Ext. El was mentioned and relied upon to show that the worker 
left the service of the estate of his own accord. In the rejoinder filled 
by the union this is all that the union has 

say on Ext. E1: " The said 
receipt was obtained by coercion and under threat of filing a Criminal 
Complaint against Sri Kuttappan Nair after this dispute was referred 
for adjudication and when the same was pending before this Court, 
It has to be borne in mind that neither the worker nor anybody else 
has challenged Ext. E1 before a civil Court or a criminar court : Since 
the execution of Ext. El is admitted the presumption is that it is a valid 
document properly executed . The burden lies heavily on the union to 
establish that Ext. E1 is tainted for the reasons alleged in the rejoinder. 
W. W. 2, the ex - Secretary of the Union has nothing to say on this point. 
wwi, worker Sri Kuttappan Nair himself admits that he executed 
Ext. El after receiving Rs. 650 in cash . Of the alleged coercion he has 
nothing to say except that on a prior occasion he was beaten by the 


full set 


servants of the manager. In the box he has a different case from what 
is alleged in the rejoinder. In the box he would say that there were 
three disputes between him and the management i. e, one regarding 
some landed property, another regarding a building and a third regarding 
his re-employment in the estate and that the first two disputes alone 
were intended to be settled when Ext. E1 was executed under the media 
tion of one Sri Kelappan Nair. All the same he would admit that he 
signed Ext. El after reading it and because of the difficulties in pursuing 
the disputes with the management and also because of shortage of funds 
" - എനിക്കു ക സ കൾ മുമ്പോട്ടു കൊണ്ടുപോകാനുള്ള വിഷമം കാണും 
കേസുകൾ നടത്താൻ പണമില്ലാത്തതുകൊണ്ടും അതു് ഒപ്പിട്ടു കാടു ക്കാമെന്നു 
sont ajo eorg ." 
In my opinion the union has not succeeded in proving the alleged 
coercion or any other circumstance invalidating Ext. Ei. On the other 
hand the management has examined Sri Kelappan Nair under whose 
mediation admittedly Ext. El came to be executed . He unequivocally 
swcars that it was executed by the worker after receiving Rs. 650 in 
settlement 

all his claims against the management and also after 
settling all the disputes between the parties including the one in respect 
of the worker s re-employment. E.wi struck me as a respectable man 
speaking nothing but the truth. I believe him . I find that Sri Kuttappan 
Nair left the service of the St. Mary s Estate voluntarily that his subse 
quent non -employment by the management 

is 

proper and that there 
fore the worker is not entitled to any reliefs . 

6. The questions whether the present union comes under the Trade 
Union Act and whether the present dispute is not an industrial dispute 
were not pressed for the management at the time of final arguments . 
Both these questions I therefore answer in favour of the Union. 

7. In the result I pass an award to the effect that worker Sri. K. Kutta 
ppan Nair is not entitled to reinstatement or any other relief. In the 
circumstance I make no order as to costs . 
Labour Court, 

K. M. EINE , 
Kozhikode, 

Presiding Oficer, 
Dated 10-12-1957 . 

Labour Court, Kozhikode. 
ANNEXURE 

Nil. 

APPENDIX 
Witnesses for the complainant 

wwi Sri K. Kuttappan Nair 

WW2 Sri C. J. Antony 
Exhibits 

for the Complainant 
Ext. P1. Letter from Sri Thomas Cherian to Sri K. Kuttappan 

Nair , dated 15-9 - 56 . 
. Ext. P2 A resolution passed by the Union , dated 15-10 - 56 . 
Ext: P3. A copy of the letter from the Secretary of the Union 

to the District Labour Officer, Kozhikode, dated 
Witness for the employer 
EW1. 

Sri A. C. Kelappan Nair. 
Exhibits for the employer. 
Ext. El. Receipt given to the Manager by Sri K. Kuttappan 

Nair dated 18-9 - 57. 
Ext: E2... Copy of the petition submitted before the Sub- Ins 

pector of Police, Kuttiadi, by Sri K. Kuttappan Nair, 
dated 16-9- 57. 
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No. D. Dis. 4668|57|L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th December 1957. 
In exercise of the powers conferred by sections 49 , 50 and 
112 of the Factories Act, 1948, (Central Act LXIII of 1948 ) 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following rules the 
same having been previously published as required by section 
115 of the said Act, namely : 


THE KERALA FACTORIES (WELFARE, OFFICERS) 

RULES , 1957 
1. Short title and commencement.- (1 ) These rules may be 
called " The Kerala Factories (Welfare Officers ) Rules, 1957." 

( 2 ) They shall come into force at once . 
2. Definitions. In these rules, unless the context otherwise 
requires 

( a ) Act means the Factories Act, 1948 (Central Act 
LXIII of 1948 ). 

(b ) The expressions factory and occupier have the 
meanings respectively assigned to them in the Act. 

3. Number of Welfare Officers.- ( 1 ) The occupier of every 
factory where the number of workers ordinarily employed per 
day is between five hundred and two thousand shall appoint 
one Welfare Officer and where the number of workers ordinarily 
employed per day exceeds two thousand shall appoint an addi 
tional Welfare Officer for every two thousand workers or frac 
tion thereof over five hundred : 

Provided that in factories where three hundred or more 
women workers are ordinarily employed per day there should 
be appointed a Women Welfare Officer. 

( 2 ) In a factory where there are more than one Welfare 
Officer, one of them drawing higher scale of pay shall be 
designated as Chief Welfare Officer and the others as Assist 
ant Welfare Officers . 

4. Qualifications. A person shall not be eligible for appoint 
ment as a Welfare Officer unless he, 

(a ) possesses a degree of a University recognised by the 
State Government ; 

(b ) has obtained a degree or diploma in Social Science 
from any institution recognised by the State Government in 
this behalf ; and 
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(c ) has adequate knowledge of the language spoken by 
the majority of workers in the factory to which he is to be 
attached 

Provided the Welfare Officers in respect of whom all or 
any of the aforesaid qualifications have been relaxed under 
the provisions of the Madras Factories (Welfare Officers ) 
Rules, 1953 or under the Welfare Officers (Recruitment and 
conditions of Service) Rules, 1952 or who were being governed 
by the aforesaid rules or who have before 1st July 1956 
obtained a degree or diploma in Social Science recognised by 
the former Travancore -Cochin Government shall be deemed to 
possess the qualifications prescribed by this rule. 

5. Recruitment of Welfare Officers.- ( 1) The post of a 
Welfare Officer shall be advertised in any two prominent news 
papers of the State. 

( 2 ) The selection shall be made from among the candi 
dates applying for the post by a Committee appointed by 
the occupier of the factory. 

( 3) The appointment when made shall be notified by the 
occupier to the Labour Commissioner giving full details of the 
qualification , age, pay, previous experience and other relevant 
particulars of the officer appointed and the terms and condi 
tions of his service. 

6. Scale of pay , status and other conditions of service of 
Welfare Officers.- ( 1 ) The scale of pay of a Welfare Officer 
shall not be less than Rs. 200-10-240-EB-15-300 : 

Provided that if a Welfare Officer in any factory is already 
in a higher scale of pay at the commencement of these rules 
he shall have the option to continue in that scale of pay : 

Provided further that in the case of factories ordinarily 
cmploying one thousand or more workers in any day, the 
Welfare Officer shall be given a higher scale of pay . 

( 2 ) A Welfare Officer shall be given appropriate status 
corresponding to the status of the other .executive heads of 
the factory. 

( 3 ) The conditions of service of a Welfare Officer shall be 
the same as those of other members of the staff of correspond 
ing status in the factory . 

. (4 ) No penalty shall be imposed upon a Welfare Officer by 
the management unless he has been first informed in writing 
of the grounds on which it is proposed to take action and has 
been afforded adequate opportunity of defending himself. 

(5 ) If the management terminates the service of a Welfare 
Officer otherwise than under the terms of contract, the manage . 
ment shall forthwith report the reasons for the termination of 
service to the Labour Commissioner . 

(6 ) If the service of a Welfare Officer is terminated other 
wise than under the terms of contract, he shall have within 30 
days of such termination a right of appeal to the Labour Com 
missioner whose decision shall be final and binding upon the 


occupier. 
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Thepersecutive 
efforts; 


7 . Duties of Welfare Officers.-- The duties of a Welfare 
Officer shall be 

(i) to establish contacts and hold consultations with a view 
to maintaining harmonious relations between the factory 
management and workers. 

(ii) to bring to the notice of the factory management the 
grievances of workers, individuals as well as collective, with a 
view to securing their expeditious redress and to act as a 
Liaison Officer between the management and Labour. 

( iii) to study and understand the point of view of labour 
in order to help the factory management to shape and formulate 
labour policies of the factory and to interpret these policies to 
the workers in a language they can understand. 

(iv ) to watch industrial relations with a view to using his 
influence in the event of a dispute arising between the factory 

and workers and help to bring about a settlement 
by 

and to watch the working of collective 
agreement and the enforcement of industrial awards. 

(v) to advise on fulfilment by the concerned departments 
of the factory of obligations, statutory or otherwise, concerning 
the application of provisions of the Factories Act, 1948 and the 
rules made thereunder, and to establish liaison with the Factory 
Inspector and the Medical Services concerning medical examina 
tions of employees, health records, supervision of hazardous 
jobs, sick visiting and convalescence, accident prevention and 
safety education , investigation of accidents, maternity benefits 
supervision of safety committees, systematic plant inspection , 
and workmen s 

compensation. 
( vi) to promote relations between the concerned depart 
ments of the factory and workers which will bring about pro 
ductive efficiency as well as amelioration in the working condi 
tions and to help workers to adjust and adapt themselves to 
their working environments . 

(vii) to encourage the formation of works and Joint pro 
duction Committees, Co-operative Societies and Safety - First 
and Welfare Committees, and to supervise their work. 

(viii), to encourage provision of amenities such as canteens , 
shelters for rest, creches, adequate latrine facilities, drinking 
water , sickness and benevolent scheme payments, pension 
funds, gratuity payments , granting of loans and legal advice 
to workers . 

(ix ) to help the factory management in regulating the 
grant of leave with wages and explain to the workers the pro 
visions relating to leave with wages and other leave privileges 
and to guide the workers in thematter of submission of applica 
tion for grant of leave for regulating authorised absence. 

(x ) to advise on provision of welfare facilities, such as 
housing facilities, food stuffs, social and recreational facilities, 
sanitation, advice on individual personal problems and educa 
tiori of children . 


(xi) to advise the factory management on questions relat 
ing to training of new starters, apprentices, workers on transfer 
and promotion, instructors, and supervisors , supervision and 
control of notice -board and information bulletins to further 
education of workers and to encourage their attendance at 
Technical Institutes . 

(xii) to suggest measures which will serve to raise the 
standard of living of workers and in general promote their well 
being 

(xiii ) to study absenteeism and labour turnover and the 
measures to be adopted for their prevention . 

8. Powers of exemption .-- The State Government may by 
notification in the Official Gazette exempt any factory or class 
or description of factories from the operation of all or any of 
the provisions of these Rules subject to such condition as may 
be specified . 

9. Repeals .- Welfare Officers (Recruitment and Conditions 
of Service) Rules, 1952, issued by the former Travancore 
Cochin Government and the Madras Factories (Welfare 
Officers) Rules , 1953 in so far as they apply to the territories 
referred to in S 5 ( 2 ) of the S. R. Act 1956 (Central Act 37 
of 1956 ) are hereby repealed : 

Provided that any order made action taken under the 
Rules so repealed shall be deemed to have been made or taken 
under the corresponding provisions of these rules. 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I., JACOB , 
Secretary . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 53 dated 31st December 1957. 
.PART 1 

NOTIFICATION 
No. B4-9990|57 |PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , December 1957. 
In pursuance of Government Proceedings B4-9990|57|PW .. dated 
2-7-1957, Government are pleased to constitute Public Works Department 
Section Works Committees in the Sub Divisions mentioned below . 

Orders constituting Works Committees in the other Sections will 
follow . 

By order of the Governor, 

G. MADHAVAN , 

Secretary. 
TRIVANDRUM DIVISION 

EAST SUB DIVISION 
1. Residency Section . 

1. Sri R. Kesavan Nair, Advocate, Trivandrum . 
2 . Sukumaran, City Communist Party Office, Trivandrum . 
3 . M. K. Velu Pillai, Corporation Councillor , Valiasala . 

N. Krishna Pillai, President, Vattiyoorkavu Panchayat. 
5 . K. Krishnan Nair, President, Rendamada Panchayat. 
6 . , G. Thankappan Nair, President, Aruvikara Panchayat. 

7. Section Officer, P.W.D., Residency Section. 
2. Vellayambalam Section . 

1. Sri V. Nagappan Nair, Advocate, Trivandrum . 
2 . B. Kesavan Nair , City Communist Party Office, Trivandrum . 
2 
3 . Kochunarayana Pillai, Edapazhinji. 
4 . Krishna Pillai, President, Mannanthala Panchayat. 

5. Section Officer, P.W.D.,"Vellayambalam . 
3. Nedumangad Section . 

1. Sri Plavara P. Vasudevan Nair, Plavara, Nedumangad. 
2 . L. Vijayanath , Nedumangad . 
3 . 
3 . .. 

M. Sreekumaran , Nedumangad . 
4 . K. Sukumaran Nair , President, Poovachal Panchayat. 
5 . ... Sainil Abdeen , President, Aryanad Panchayat. 
6 . P. Nagappan Nair, President, Nellanad Panchayat. 
7 . M. Sadasivan, President, Nedumangad Panchayat. 
8 . K. Krishna Pillai, President, Uzhamalackal Panchayat. 
9 . N. Kunjukrishnan Nair, President, Anad Panchayat. 
10 . C. K. Kunjan Pillai, President, Manichal Panchayat. 
11. V. Krishna Pillai, President, Pullampara Panchayat. 
19 
12 . A. Ibrahim Kunju , President, Palode Panchayat. 
13. M. Shahull Hameed , President, Vembayam Panchayat. 
14 . P. Kunjan Pillai, President, Karakulam Panchayat. 
15 . M. Vasudevan Pillai, President, Kallara Panchayat. 
16 . M. Shahull Hameed, President, Vamanapuram Panchayat. 
17. Section Officer , P.W.D., Nedumangad. 

.WEST SUB DIVISION 
4. Cantonment Section . 

1. Sri C. R. Das, Corporation Councillor, Trivandrum . 
2 . Kosala Rama Das, Trivandrum . 
3 . . V. Madhavan Nair, P.S.P. Trade Union Council Office , Near 

Power House, Trivandrum . 
4 . K. Krishnan Nair, Panchayat President, Kadakampally. 
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5. Sri K. Gopala Pillai, President, Mannanthala Panchayat. 
6 . K. Bhaskaran Pillai, President, Ulloor Panchayat. 
7 . Sankara Narayanan, President, Attipra Panchayat. 
8 . S. Krishnan Nair , President, Sreekariam Panchayat. 
9... K. Sadanandan , President, Kazhakuttam Panchayat. 

10. Section Officer, P.W.D., Cantonment Section 
5. Fort Section . 

1. Sri M. K. Pillai, Elanjilmootil House, Manacaud, Trivandrum . 
2. N. Sukumaran Nair, Communist District Committee, Tri 

vandrum . 
3 . R. Parameswaran Nair . 

S. Mohammed Kasim , President, Ambalathara Panchayat . 
5 . S. Padmanabha Pillai, President, Thiruvallam Panchayat. 
6 . T. N. Neelalanta Panicker , President, Kottukal Panchayat. 

7. Section Officer , P.W.D., Fort. 
6. Nemom Section . 

1. Sri R. Kuttan Nadar, Panchayat Member, Nemom . 
2 . Fakirkhan, Balaramapuram . 
3 . Pulloorkudi Madhavan Nair, Trivandrum . 

0. Shahull Hameed , President, Nemom Panchayat. 
5 . K. P. Vijayan , President, Pallikkal Panchayat. 
6 . 

S. Karunakaran Nair, President, Balaramapuram Panchayat. 
7 . T. M. Neelakanta Panicker, President, Kottukal Panchayat. 
8 . N. Chithambaram Panicker, President, Thiruvallam 

Panchayat. 
9 . P. Chellayyan , President, Athiyannur Panchayat . 
10 . P. Madhavan Nair, President, Kulathumel Panchayat. 
11 . N. Narayanan Nair, President, Maranelloor Panchayat. 
12 . > K. P. Gopala Pillai, President, Marukil Panchayat. 
13 . K. Bhaskaran Nair, President, Vilappil Panchayat. 
14 . K. Sukumaran Nair , President, Poovachal Panchayat. 

15 . Section Officer, P.W.D., Nemom Section . 
7. Neyyattinkara Section. 

1. Sri P. Madhavan Pillai, Editor, Sahakaranayugom , Trivandrum . 
2 . ... Thankayya, Communist Party , Trivandrum District. 
3 . . 

K. N. Sundarasan Thampi. 
4 . P. Chellayyan , President, Athiyannur Panchayat. 
5 . P. K. Kumaran Nair , President, Perumkadavila Panchayat. 
6 . J. Muthayyan, President, Chengal Panchayat. 

R. Jenardhanan Nair, President, Ottasekharamangalam 

Panchayat. 
8 . Eswara Pillai, President, Vellarada Panchayat. 
9... Anthoni Nadar, President, Kulathur Panchayat. 
10 . . S. Selvanayagom , President, Parassala Panchayat. 
11 . C. M. Kunjumoosa Kunju, President, Thirupuram Panchayat. 
12 . S. Daviskulas, President, Kunnamkulam Panchayat. 
13. , Joshva, President, Perumpazhathoor Panchayat. 
14 . . Sivasankara Pillai, President, Kunnathukal Panchayat. 
15. Kunjukrishna Nadar, President, Kanjiramkulam Panchayat. 
16. Section Officer, P.W.D., Neyyattinkara . 
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ATTINGAL SUB DIVISION 
8. Attingal Section . 
1. Sri M. Venketarama Iyer, Municipal Councillor, Attingal. 

Committee. 
2 . Sadasivan Pillai, Communist Party Local 

Attingal 
3 . .. M. R. Narayana Pillai, Barrister, Attingal. 
4. President, Azhoor Panchayat. 

Do. 

D 
5 . 

Chirayinkil Pancha 

Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Kizhuvellam Panchayat. 
7 . Do. 

Mudakkal Panchayat. 
8. 

DO. 

Do. Andoorkonam Panchayat. 
9 . 

Mangalampuram Panchayat. 
10. 

Manikkal Panchayat. 
11. 

Puthencode Panchayat. 
12. 

Kadinamkulam Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Vamanapuram Panchayat. 
14 . 

Kazhakuttam Panchayat. 
15 . 

Pullampara Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Vembayam Panchayat . 

17. Section Officer, P.W.D., Attingal. 
9. Kilimanoor Section . 

1. Sri V. Jenardhanan Pillai, Kuzhiyil veedu, Kadakkal, 
2 . M. P. Kuttappan , Vattavilaveedu , Kilimanoor. 
3. 

.. V. K. Sankaran , Leela Sadanam , Palodc. 
4. President, Pulimath Panchayat. 
5. Do. 

Nagaroor Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Kilimanoor Panchayat. 
7 . Do. 

Pazhayakunnunimel Panchayat. 
Do. Madavoor Panchayat. 

Do. Kallara Panchayat 
10 . Do. Vamanapuram Panchayat. 
11. 

Do. Pullampra Panchayat. 
12 . 

Do. Kumil Panchayat. 
13 . 

Do. Chadayamangalam Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Kadakkal Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Palode Panchayat . 

16. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kilimanoor. 
10. Varkala Section . 

1. Sri Mankuzhi Madhavan , Nedunganda , 
2. . K. N. Parameswaran Pillai, Panchayat Member, Varkala . 
3 . . K. Neelakanta Pillai, Nirmal Cottage, Varkala . 
President, Varkala Panchayat. 

Do. Edava Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Elakamon Panchayat . 
7 . Do. Chemmaruthy Panchayat. 
8 . Do. 

Navaikulam Panchayat. 
9 . Do. Karavaram Panchayat. 
10 . Do. 

Manampoor Panchayat. 
11. Do. Vettoor Panchayat. 
12. Do. Vaklom Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Kadakkavoor Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Cheriniyoor Panchayat. 
15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Varkala . 
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QUILON DIVISON 
11. Kottarakara Section . 

1. Sri K. P. Karunakaran Nair , 
2 . 

22 M. Pappu. 
3 . D. Damodharan Potti. 
4 . R. Neelakanta Pillai, B.A., B, L , Karikkothil House, 

Puthur P.O. 
5. President, Pattazhi Panchayat . 
6 
6 . Do. 

Kulakkada Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Milam Panchayat. 
8 . Do.De 

Ezhukon Panchayat. 
9 
9 . Do. 

Do. Powthreswaram Panchayat. 
10 
10 . 

Do. Naduvathir Panchayat. 
11. Do. Kottarakara Panchayat. 

DO. 
12 . Do. Veliyam Panchayat. 
13. Do. Pooyapilly Panchayat. 

20 . 
14 . Do. Chadayamangalam Panchayat. 
15 . Do. 

Velinalloor Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Melila Panchayat. 
17 . Do. Vettikavala Panchayat. 
18 . Do. Ommannoor Panchayat. 
19. 

Do. Vilakudy Panchayat. 
20. Section Omeer, P. W. D. Kottarakara . 
12. Punalur Section. 

1. Sri P. 0. George. 
2. , K. A. Kunjurama Sastri. 
3 . Damodaran Potti, Kottavattom . 
4 
4 . 

.. R. Neelakanta Pillai, B.A., B.L., Advocate, Kottarakara . 
5. President, Punalur Panchayat. 
6 . 
0 . 

Do: Pathanapuram Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Thalavoor Panchayat. 

. 
8 . Do. Pattazhi Panchayat. 

Do. Vilakudi Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Eroor Panchayat. 
11 . Do. Edamulakal Panchayat. 
*** 
12. 

Do. Anchal Panchayat. 
13 . 

Do. Ittiva Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Chadayamangalam Panchayat. 
15 . 

Do. Kumil Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Kadakkal Panchayat. 

17. Section Officer, P.W.D. Punalur. 
13. Pathanamthitta Section . 

1. Sri Sathyananthan. 
2 . N. G. Chacko. 
3. President, Elanthoor Panchayat. 
4 . Do. Chaneerkara Panchayat. 
5 . 

Do. Omallur Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Ranny Thottaman Panchayat . 
7 . Do. Pathanamthitta Panchayat. 
8 . Do. Vadasserikara Panchayat. 
9 . Do. Perinad Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Pramadam Panchayat. 
11. Do. Vallicode Panchayat. 
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12. President, Konni Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Aruvapulam Panchayat. 
14 . 

Do. Malayalapuzha Panchayat. 
15. 

Do. Naranganom Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Cherukole Panchayat. 
17 . 

Do. Mallapuzhasseri Panchayat. 
18 . Do. Kozhancherry Panchayat. 
19 . Do. Kumbhazha Mylapra Panchayat . 
20 . . 

Kalanjeer Panchayat. 
21 . Section Officer, P.W.D. Pathanamthitta . 
11.- Adoor Section , 

1. Sri Ramalingam . 
2 . K. S. Parameswaran Pillai. 
3 . ... Kannamath Gopalan Nair. 

.. K. Sankaran Nair, Advocate , Mavelikara . 
5. President, Adoor Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Pallikkal Panchayat . 
7 . Do. Koduman Panchayat. 
8 . Do. 

Palamal Panchayat. 
9 . 

Do. Thamarakulam Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Ezhamkulam Panchayat. 
11. Do. Peruvazhi Panchayat . 
12 . Do. Kadambanad Panchayat. 

13. Section Officer, P.W.D., Adoor. 
15. Quilon Town Section . 

1. Sri M. Ismail, Communist Party Office, Quilon . 
2 . . N. Thankappan , Pattathanam . 
3 . . K. Kesavan Potti. 
0 
4 . .. R. Nadesan , Piece Goods Merchant, Quilon . 
5. President, Iravipuram Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Mayyanad Panchayat. 
7 . 

Do. Paravoor Panchayat. 
8 . 

Do. Poothakulam Panchayat. 
9 . Do. Kalluvathukal Panchayat . 
10 . 

Chathannur Panchayat, 
11 . Do. Adichanalloor Panchayat. 
12 . Do. Vadakkevila Panchayat. 
13 .10 . 

Do. Thrikkovllavattam Panchayat. 
14 . 

Do. Nedumpana Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Kottarakara Panchayat. 
16 . 

Mulavana Panchayat . 
17 . Do. Munroa Island Panchayat. 
18 . Do. Perinad Panchayat. 
19 . Do. Thrikkaruva Panchayat. 

Thrikkadavoor Panchayat. 
21 . Do. Sakthikulengara Panchayat. 
22 . Do. Kilikolloor Panchayat.. 
23 . Do. East Kallada Panchayat. 

24. Section Officer, Town Section , Quilon . 
16. Karunagapally Section . 

1. Sri Varavila Padmanabhan 
2. ... Krishnan Unnithan, Vijaya Bhavanam 
3 . Puthenveetil Parameswaran Pillai 
4 . Baby John, Chavara 


Do. 


Do. 


20 . 


Do. 
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5. President, Peruvazhy Panchayat. 
6 . Do. West Kallada Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Thevalakara Panchayat. 
3 . Do! Mynagapally Panchayat. 
9 . 

Do. Thekkumbabam Panchayat. 
10 .10 . 

Do 
Do. 

Chavara Panchayat. 
11. 

Do 
Do. 

Thodiyoor Panchayat. 
12 .1 . 

Do. Thazhava Panchayat. 
13. 

Do. Karunagapally Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Kulasekharapuram Panchayat. 
12 
15 . Do. Ochira Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Krishnapuram Panchayat. 
17 . Do. Alappad Panchayat. 
18 . Do. Panmana Panchayat. 
19 . Do. Vallikunnam Panchayat . 
20 . 

Sooranad Panchayat. 
21 . Do. Puthupally Panchayat . 
Section Officer, P.W.D., Karunagapally. 

ALLEPPEY DIVISION 
17. Alleppey Town Section . 

1. Sri John Valayil, Alleppey . 
2 . . P. G. Padmanabhan , Co Ambalapuzha Taluk Committee, 

Communist Party . 
3 . G. Krishnankutty Nair, B.A., B.L., Alleppey . 
4 , Joseph Luke, Kuzhimukku, Panchayat President. 
5 . . Eapen Abraham , President, Thalavadi Panchayat. 
6 . V. K. Vijayan Nair, President, Thakazhi Panchayat. 
7 . Joseph Jacob, President, Champakulam Panchayat. 
8 . Narayana Kurup, B.A., B.L., President, Nedumudi Panchayat 
9 . P. K. Venkitachalam , President, Pulinkunnu Panchayat. 
10 . Thomas Joseph, President, Kavalam Panchayat. 
11. C. K. Thrivikraman, President, Kainakary Panchayat. 
12 . A. Francis, President, Purakadavu Panchayat. 
13 . Gopala Pillai Velayudhan Pillai, President, Ambalapuzha 

Panchayat. 
14 . Karunakaran Krishnan, President, Punnapra Panchayat . 
15 . 

s. Damodaran, President, Mannancherry Panchayat. 
16 . 

P. K. Leon Pillai, President, Mararikulam South Panchayat. 
17. Section Officer , P.W.D., Town Alleppey . 
18. Sherthalai Section . 

1. Sri Prabhakara Panicker, Revivilas, Pattanakad. 
2 . K. Das, Clo Sherthalai Taluk Committee, Communist Party . 
3 . 
0 . 

K. Kumaran , Kalavamkodam , Sherthalai. 
4 . M. K. Karunakaran Pillai, President, Panaveli Panchayat. 
5 . K. G. Raghavan Nair , President, Pallipuram Panchayat. 
6 . V. M. Raghava Panicker , Vice -President-in - charge , Mattathi 

bhagom Panchayat. 
7 . C. K. Madhavan Kambakaran , President, Aroor. 
8 . P. P. Peethambaran Nair , President, Pattanakad Panchayat. 
9 . V. Raghavan , President, Thanneermukkom Panchayat . 
10 . K. C. Madhavan , President, Muhamma Panchayat. 
11. N. Krishna Panicker, President, Kadakarapally Panchayat. 
12 . Joseph Cherian, President, Kodamthuruthu Panchayat. 
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13. Sri Narayana Kamathi, President, Kuthiathode Panchayat, 
14 . M. A. Ramakrishnan , President, Thuravoor Panchayat. 
15 . N. Parameswara Kurup , President, Vayalar Panchayat. 
16 . P. V. Varkey Tharakan , President, Ezhupunna Panchayat. 
17 . Amarthampi Pillai, President , Shertallai South Panchayat. 
18 . P. Chacko, Vice- President-in -charge, Thycattucherry 

Panchayat . 
19 . K. N. Sadanandan , President, Mararikulam North Panchayat. 
20 . P. K. Madhavan, President, Kanjikuzhi Panchayat . 

21. Section Officer, P.W.D. Shertallai. 
19. Kayamkulam Section . 

1. Shri K. Bhanu, Ex . ML.A. 
2 . M. Usman , M.A.LL.B., Kunnasseriyil Veedu, Arattupuzha . 
3 
3 . Kozhisseril Raghavan Pillai, Advocate, Kayamkulam . 
4 . K. Sankara Pillai, President, Haripad Panchayat . 
5 . K. Krishnan, President, Kumarapuram Panchayat. 
6 .O. 

Damodaran Potti, President, Karuvatta Panchayat. 
7 M. Madhava Kurup , President, Cheruthana Panchayat. 
• 8 . Jacob, President, Veeyapuram Panchayat President. 

9 . P. E. Mathew , B. A., President, Pallipad Panchayat. 
10 . Dr. Kumaran, President, Nangiarkulangara Panchayat. 
11, Damodaran Bhattathiri, President, Keerikad Panchayat. 
12. K. Krishna Panicker, President, Pathiyoor Panchayat. 
13. K. V. Sadananda Panicker, President, Kandalloor Panchayat. 
14 . K. G. Narayanan , President, Arattupuzha Panchayat. 
15 . K. Balakrishnan, President, Thrikunnapuzha Panchayat. 
16 . 

E. K. Madhavan Pillai, President, Muthukulam Panchayat. 
17 . G. Damodaran , President, Karthigapally Panchayat. 
18. K. Abdul Rehimankunju, President, Ochira Panchayat. 
19. V. Narayanan , President, Govindamuttam Panchayat. 
20. K. Sankara Panicker, President, Krishnapuram Panchayat. 
21. M. C. Alexander, President, Kannamangalam Panchayat. 

22 . Section Officer, P.W.D. Kayamkulam . 
20. Mavelikara Section . 

1. Sri T. Kandankali, Ex. Municipal Councillor, Mavelikara . 
2 . P. R. Janardhanan, Clo Mavelikara Taluk Committee Com 

munist Party . 
3 . B. B. Pandarathil Ex. M.L.A. 
4 . C. K. Krishna Pillai, President, Thazhakara Panchayat. 
4a... K. N. Krishna Pillai, President, Bharanikavoo Panchayat. 
5 . M. C. Alexander, President, Kannamangalam Panchayat. 
6 . ... K. G. Bhaskara Kurup, President, Chennithala Panchayat . 
7 . .. Govinda Kurup, President, Peringala Panchayat. 
8 . M. T. Thevan, Vice President-in -charge, Thekkekara 

Panchayat. 
9 . Govindan, President, Vallikunnam Panchayat. 
10 . P. M. Kittu Pillai, President Chunakara Panchayat, 
11 . Kesava Pillai, President, Thamarakulam Panchayat. 
12 . Parameswaran Pillai, President, Pandalam Thekkekara 

Panchayat . 
13. R. Rama Varma, President, Thonellur Panchayat. 
14 . T. P. Gopala Kurup, President , Nooranad Panchayat. 
15... K. Govinda Pillai, President Palamel Panchayat. 
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16. Sri T. C. Mathukutty, President, Thumpamon Panchayat. 
17. C. S. Vaidyappan Pillai, President, Mannar Panchayat. 

18. Section Officer, P.W.D. Mavelikara . 
21. Chengannur Section . 

1. Sri K. M. John . Vakil, Chengannur . 
2 . R. Velayudhan Thampi, Co Chengannur Taluk Committee 

Communist Party. 
3... C. K. Ramachandran Nair , Ex-M.L.A ., Chengannur. 
4 . .. K. N. Sugathan , Kochukaleekal, Areekara. 
5 . Narayanan Oonnithan , President, Cherianad Panchayat . 
6 . Devararu Sreedhararu , President, Venmony Panchayat. 
7. K. N. Velayudhan , President, Puthenkavu Panchayat. 
8 . Chandy Mathai, President, Aramulla Panchayat. 
9 . Divakaran Kunjuraman, President, Mezhuveli Panchayat. 
10 . Thrivikraman Potti, President, Kulanada Panchayat. 
11. .. Kesava Pllai Narayana Pillai, President, Budhannoor 

Panchayat . 
12 . K. P. Philip , President, Ala Panchayat. 
13. P. T. Kuruvila , Thiruvanvandur Panchayat. 
14 . Parameswaran Pillai, President, Chengannur. 
15 . Cheriyan John, President, Puliyoor Panchayat . 
16 . Ramavarma, President, Thonnelloor Panchayat (Pandalam ) . 
17. M. T. Mathukutty , President , Thumpamon Panchayat. 
18......Parameswaran Pillai, President, Pandalam , Thekkakara 

Panchayat. 
19 . Velayudhan , President , Mallapuzhassery Panchayat . 
20. Section Officer, P.W.D. Chengannur. 

KOTTAYAM DIVISION 
22. Kottayam Section . 

1. Sri K. M. Abraham , Communist Party Office, Kottayam . 
2 . 0. V. Lukose , Congress House, Kottayam . 
3 . E. K. Mohammed , Panchayat Member , Illikkal, Kottayam . 
4 . Rev. Fr. P. P. Joseph , President, Thiruvarppu Panchayat. 
5 . A. P. Padmanabhan Nair, President, Aymanam Panchayat. 
6 . Sankunny Menon , President, Kumarakom Panchayat. 
7 . C. K. Neelakantan Nair, President, Kumaranelloor Panchayat 
8 . 

V. J. Joseph , President, Arpukara Panchayat. 

T. A. Sankar , President, Nattakom Panchayat. 
10 . Prabhakara Kurup, President, Pampady Panchayat. 
11. K. V. Abraham , President, Panachikad Panchayat.. 
12. M. P. Govindan Nair, President, Vijayapuram Panchayat. 
13 . K. R. Velayudhan Pillai, President, Ayarkunnam Panchayat 
14 . . A. Sreedharan Nair, President, Kooropada Panchayat . 
15 . 

. V. V. Chacko, President, Akalakunnam Panchayat. 
16 . 

P. N. Ayyappan Pillai, President, Akalakunnam Anikad 

Panchayat. 
17 . P. A. Korula , President, Puthupally Panchayat . 
18 . P. V. Varghese, President, Kangazha Panchayat . 
19 . P. T. Varkey, President, Vazhoor Panchayat. 
20.. Rev. Fr. P.M. Philipose, President, Vakathanam Panchayat. 
21. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kottayam . 
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28. Ettumanoor Section , 
1. Sri V. K : Bharghavan Nair , Secretary, Communist Party Local 

Committee 
2 . C. S. Joseph , Thekkethinkara . 
3 . Chandy Pothen , President, Ettumanoor Panchayat. 
4 . P. K. Sreedharan , President, Neendoor Panchayat. 

T. M. Hassan Rowther, President, Athirampuzha Panchayat. 
6 . V. J. Joseph , President, Arpukara Panchayat. 
7 . V. U. Uthup, President , Kuravilangadu Panchayat. 
8 . K. M. Joseph, President, Kanakari Panchayat. 
9 . K. J. Mathew , President, Kidangoor Panchayat. 

10. Section Officer, P.W.D., Ettumanoor, 
24. Kanjirapally Section . 

1. Sri A. Gatfoor, Communist Party Office, Kanjirapally . 
2 . · P. C. Chacko, Secretary, Congress Mandalam Committee, 

Kanjirapally . 
3 . M , A. Hassan Kunju , Representative, Prabhatham , 

Kanjirapally. 
4 . K. T. Thomas, President, Kanjirapally Panchayat. 
5 . . Dominic, President, Parathodu Panchayat . 
8 . P. V. Thomas, President, Koottickal Panchayat. 
7 . M. K. George, President, Mundakayam Panchayat. 
8 . 

Devissia, President, Thidanad , Panchayat. 
9 . K. G. Kesavan Nair , President, Chirakadavu Panchayat. 
10 . P. Narayanan, President, Vellavoor Panchayat. 
11. 

P. T. Varkey, President, Vazhoor Panchayat . 
12 . P. Kesava Pillai, President, Elikulam Panchayat. 
13 . K. C. Kurian , President, Poonjar Thekkekara Panchayat. 
14 . C. C. Dominic, President, Erumeli Panchayat . 

15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kanjirapally. 
23. Peermade Section . 

1. Sri K. L. John , H.E.E.A. Office, Vandiperiyar. 
12. 

S. Ramaya , I.N.T.U.C. Office, Vandiperiyar. 
3 . 
3 . 

Achuthan Subramoniam , President, Arudai Panchayat. 
4 .* 

Devissia Varkey, President, Peruvanthanam Panchayat. 
5 . " A. V. 

A. V. Narayanaswami, President, Elapparai Panchayat . 
6 . Thomas Varkey, President, Upputhara Panchayat. 

7. Section Officer, P.W.D., Peermade. 
26. Kumili Section . 

1 Sri A. Gopalan Nair, Padmavilasom , Kumily . 

2 . 
1 

M. J. Chacko , Mattel, Attappalam , Kumily . 
3 . C. M. Meeranhan, President, Vandiperiyar Panchayat. 
4. N. Viswanatha Iyear, President, Kumily Panchayat. 
5 . Korah Kurien , President, Vandannettu Panchayat. 

6. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kumily . 
27. Thiruvella Section. 

1. Sri K. G. Ramachandran Pillai, Venpala Veedu, Thiruvella. 
E. 

2 . P. Chacko, Ex-M.L.A . 
3 . V. P. P. Namboothiri, Ex -M.L.A . 
4 . K. V. Varghese, President, Kottapuzha Panchayat. 

5 . C. K. Sankara Pillai, President, Eraviperoor Panchayat. 
G. 4190 
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Thiruvella Section- ( contd .) 
6. Sri K. E. Mammen , President, Kuttoor Panchayat. 
7 . P. N. Namboothiri, President, Peringana Panchayat. 
8 . M. P. Chandy, President, Kavumbhagom Panchayat. 
9 . S. K. Padmanabhan, President, Kaviyoor Panchayat. 
10 . M. c . Mathew , President, Vice -in -charge, Kadapra 

Panchayat. 
11.11. K. O. Kuruvila, President, Kizhakkumbhagom Panchayat. 
12 . P. T. Kuruvila , President, Thiruvanvandoor Panchayat. 
14 
13 . Varkey Kuruvila, President, Thalavady Panchayat. 
14 . Joseph Luca, President, Kozhimukku Panchayat. 

15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Thiruvella . 
28. Vennikulam Section . 

1. Sri P. I. Oommen , Ulasseril Veedu, Puramattom . 
2 . K. V. Varghese, President, Thiruvella East Co-operative 

• Bank Ltd., 
. 
3 . P. Gopinathan Nair, Thykkoottathil, Keezhvaipur. 
4 . Idichandy Panicker, President, Puramattom Panchayat. 
5 . K. L. George , President, Ezhumattoor Panchayat. 
6 . M. C. Ninan , President, Kaloopara Panchayat. 
7. C. K. Bhaskara Panicker, President, Koipuram Panchayat. 
. 
8 . P. T. Thomas, President, Thottapuzhassery Parchayat. 
9 . T. N. Upendranatha Kurup, President, Ayiroor Panchayat. 
10 . K. A. Kuttan Nair, Vice President-in - charge Ranni, Angadi 
. 

Panchayat. 
11. Varghese Chacko, President, Ranni, Pazhavangadi 

Panchayat. 

M. G. Krishna Pillai, President, Koottangal Panchayat. 
13 . C. C. Dominic, President, Erumeli Panchayat. 
14 . N. C. Chacko, President, Manimala Panchayat. 
15 . Raman Nair, President, Kottanad Panchayat, 
16 . , C. K. Sankara Pillai, President, Eraviperoor Panchayat. 

17. Section Officer, P.W.D., Vennikulam . 
29. Changanacherry Section. 

1. Sri V. G. Raghavan , Secretary , Communist Party . 
2 . ..Mathew J. Mukkadan , President, Congress Mandalam . 
3. # P. A. Syed Mohammed, Changanacherry. 
4 . T. M. Krishna Kurup , President, Vazhapally Panchayat. 
5 . P. A. Korula , President, Puthupally Panchayat, 
6 . Rev. Fr. P. M. Philipose, President, Vakathanam . 

Panchayat . 
7 M. T. Thomas, President, Madapally Panchayat. 
8 . 11 P. M. Philip , President, Paipad Panchayat. 
9 . P. T. Varkey, President, Vazhoor Panchayat. 
10 . P. V. Varghese, President, Kangazha Panchayat. 
11 . P. J. Joseph , President-in - charge, Nedumk :innam 

Panchayat. 
12 . P. A. Narayanan , President, Vellevoor Panchayat. 
13 . K. G. Kesavan Nair, President, Chirakadavu Panchayat . 
14 . K. 

P. Sreedhara Panicker, President, Karukachal 

Panchayat .. 
15 . N. V. Somasekharan Pillai, President, Mallapally 

Panchayat. 
. 16 . P. T. Eappen , President, Muttar Panchayat. 
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17. Sri I. Thomas, President, Ramankary Panchayat. 
18. . P. K. Narayana Pillai, President, Veliyanadu Panchayat. 
19. , K. Hareendranath , President, Neclamperoor Panchayat. 
20 . Thommen Joseph , President, Kavalam Panchayat . 
21. 

P. R. Venkitachalam Iyer , President, Pulinkunnu Panchayat. 
22. N. Narayana Kurup. President, Nedumudy Panchayat. 
23. Varkey Kuruvilla , President, Thalavady Panchayat. 
24 . Joseph Mika, President, Kozhikummu Panchayat. 
25 . C. K. Thrivikraman , President, Kainakari Panchayat. 
26 . 

T. A. Sankar , President, Nattalam Panchayat.. 
27. K. V. Abraham , President, Panachiladu . Panchayat . 
28 . K. V. Chacko, President, Anikadu Panchayat. 
29. ,, M. P. Chandy, President, Kavumbaghom Panchayat. 

30. Section Officer, P.W.D., Changanacherry . 
30. Yalai Section Committee. 

1. Sri V. T. Thomas, B.A., B.L., Palai. 
2 Michael Joseph, Manarcattu Municipal Councillor. 
3 . K. C. Kurien , President, Thekkelcara Panchayat (Poonjar). 
4 . Devasia , President, Eharananganam Panchayat. 
5 . V. T. Mathai, President, Meenachil Panchayat . 
6 . George Varkey, President, Kozhuvanal. Panchayat. 
7 . Kora Joseph , President, Mutholy Panchayat. 

K. J. Mathew , President, Kidangoor Panchayat. 
9 . Thomas Isaac, President, Elakadu Panchayat. 
10 . C. A. Augusty , President, Ramapuram Panchayat. 
11. M. A. Joseph, President, Uzhavoor Panchayat. 

. 
12 . M. T. Thomas, President, Thalapalam Panchayat. 
13. P. N. Ayyappan Pillai, President, Akalakunnam 

Panel yat. 
14... M. J. Joseph , President, Melukavu Panchayat. 
15 . P. M. Joseph , President, Kadanad Panchayat. 
16 . Nerayanan Namboodiri, President, Karoor Panchayat : 

17. V. U. Uthuppu , President, Kuravilangad Panchayat. 
118 . K. M. Joseph , President, Kanalari Panchayat. 
19. Section Officer, P.W.D., Palai. 

MUVATTUPUZHA DIVISION 
31 luvattupuzha Section . 

1. Sri N. Parameswaran Nair, M.A., LL.B. 
2. K. C. Paily, B.A., B.L. 
3 . K. Manjunatha Prabhu, Ex -M.L.A . 
4 . Immanual, President, Avoly Panchayat . 

11 
5 . K. V. Joseph , President, Arakozha Panchayat.... 
6 . Dr. E. J. Joseph , President, Ayavana Panchayat. 
7 . " . 

P. M. Varghese, President, Manjallur Panchayat. 
8. . Kuriakose, President, Marady Panchayat. 
9 . S. K. Pillai, President, Muvattupuzha Panchayat . 
10 . A. M. Ebrahim , President, Paipara Panchayat.... 
11. Rev. Fr. Ebraham , President, Pampakuda Panchayat. 
12 . K. K. Mathai, Konnath , President, Ramamangalam 

Panchayat. 
13 . Rev. Fr. Joseph Vettinal, Palakuzha Panchayat. 
14 . . Paily Yonachan, President, Valakom Panchayat.. 
15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Muvattupuzha. 
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82. Thodupuzha Section . 

1. Sri K. K. Narayanan , Kallanickal, Muttom , Thodupuzha. 
2. Joseph , Thalakkal, Advocate, Thodupuzha. 
3... v . P. Kadir Pillai, President, Thodupuzha Panchayat. 

P. R. Sreedharan Nair, President, Manakad Panchayat. 
5 . P. Stephen , President, Karimkunnam Panchayat. 
e " 
6 . P. N. Francis, President, Muttora Panchayat. 
7 .... 

. Michael, President, Kudayathur Panchayat. 
8... K. M. Varkey, President, Arakulam Panchayat. 
O "9... V. M.Mohammed Kannu Rawther, President, Alakodu 

Panchayat 
10 . V. L. Chacko, President, Karimannoor Panchayat 
11. T. V. Sakariah, President, Udumbannoor Panchayat. 
12 . T. J. George, President, Kumaramangalam Panchayat. 
13. P. J. Joseph , President, Kalloorkadu Panchayat. 

P. M. Varghese, President, Manjallur Panchayat. 
16 . Section Officer, P.W.D., Thodupuzha. 
33. Kothamangalam 

Section. 
1. Sri Kuruvila Mathew . 

O. M. Varghese , Mandalam President. 
P. R. Achuthan Nair, Vice President, Kothamangalam 

Panchayat . 

Abdul Rassack Sahib , President, Keerampara Panchayat. 
5 . Mathai Kuruvila, President, Kottapady Panchayat. 
6 . V. M. Meethian , President, Nellikkuzhy Panchayat. 
7 . 

K. A. Antony, President, Varapetty Panchayat. 

K. I. Cheriya, President, Kavalangad Panchayat. 
9. Mathal 

Varghese, President, Paingattoor Panchayat. 
Poulose Pylee , President, Pothanikad Panchayat. 

E. J. Joseph, President, Ayavana Panchayat. 
, Section Officer, P.W.D., Kothamangalam . 

MUNNAR DIVISION - 
34. Munnar Section . 
1. Sri K. M. Kumar, Secretary , Devicolam Mandal Congresa 

Committee. 
..P. Balakrishna Pillai. 
.. President, Vattavada Panchayat. 

President, Marayoor Panchayat. 
President, Poopara Panchayat. 
President, Udumbanchola Panchayat. 

President, Kanthalloor Panchayat. 
8. Section Officer , P.W.D., Munnar. 
35. Pallivasal Section . 

1. Sri A. I. Varghese, D.C.C. Member. 
2. N. Achuthan Nair . 
3.-, President, Pallivasal. Panchayat. 

President, Nellimattom Panchayat. 
5. Section Officer , P.W.D., Pallivasal. 
36. Kallar Section . 

1. Sri K. P. Kurien. 
2. M. Chelliah. 
3 . President, Vandamettu Panchayat. 

. President, Upputhara Panchayat. 
5. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kallar. 


31 


10 . 
11 . 
12 . 


2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 
. 


1 . 


11 


4 . 


13 


1 . 


37. Vaikom Section . 

1. Sri P. Parameswaran, Advocate, Valkom . 
2 . R. Ramavarma Thampan , Secretary, Communist Party 

Valkom . 
3 . M. K. Narayana Pillai, Vakil, Vaikom . 
4 . 6 Hajee K. M. Alikunju , Vaikom , 
5. President, Manjoor Panchayat . 
6 . Do. Madhuraveli, Panchayat. 

0 
7 . Do. Mulakulam Panchayat 
. 
8 . Do. 
9 . Do. Thalayolaparambu 

mbu Panchayat 
10 . Do. 

Maveloor Panchayat 
1711 . Do. Udayanapuram Panchayat 
19 
12 . Do. Maravanthuruthu Panchayat. 
12 De 
13 . Do. Thirumanivenkitapuram Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Thalayazham Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Vetchoor Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Chembu Panchayat. 
17 . Do. Neezhoor Panchayat. 

18. Section Officer, P.W.D., Vaikom .. 
38. Koothattukulam Section . 
1. 

C. Ma 
2. Dr. N. M. Joseph , Panchayat Member , Piravom . 
3. Sri Jacob Philip, President, Koothattukulam Panchayat. 
4 . Philipose, President, Thirumarady Panchayat. 
5 . Varkey, President, Piravom Panchayat. 
6. , Puravath , President, Elinji Panchayat . 
7 . 
. 

Achuthan Nair, President, Mulakulam Panchayat. 
8 . Chacko Pothen, President, Neezhoor Panchayat. 
9. Section Officer, P.W.D., Koothattukulam . 

ERNAKULAM DIVISION 
39. Ernakulam Town Section . 

1. Sri M. M. Laurence, Ernakulam . 
2 . K. T. Mathew , Ernakulam . 
3 . Com . Jose, Tharayil, Ernakulam . 
4 . Bhaskara Menon , President, Cheranellur Panchayat. 
5 . Raghava Panicker, President, Kumbalam Panchayat. 
6 . I. M. Kesavan, President, Vyttila Panchayat. 

7. Section Officer , P.W.D., Ernalculam ( Town Section ). 
10. Coastal Section . 

1. Sri E. K. Narayanan , Secretary , Cochin Taluk Committee. 
2. K. P. Sebastian, Andikadavu . 
3. . C. S. Bhaskaran, Palluruthy . 
4. President, Palluruthy Panchayat. 
5 . 

Do. Mulavucad Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Elamlcunnapuzha Panchayat. 

Do. Narakkal Panchayat, 
8 . Do. Nayarambalam Panchayat. 
9 . Do. Edavanakkad Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Pallipuram Panchayat. 
11. Section Officer, P.W.D., Coastal. 


* 


11. Trippunithura Section . 

1. Sri A. G. Raghavan , Trippunitura . 
2. Dr. N. K. Kumaran, Trippunithura. 
3. President, Trippunithura Panchayat. 

Do. Maradu Panchayat. 
5 . Do. Vyttila Panchayat . 
6 . Do. Thiruvankulam Panchyat. 

Do. Mulanthuruthy Panchayat. 
8 . Do. Amballur Panchayat. 
9 . Do. Manakkunnam Panchayat. 
10. Section Officer, P.W.D., Trippunithura . 

ALWAYE DIVISION 
12. Alwayo Town Section , 
1. Sri C. R. Bhaskara Menon, President, Town Congress Com 

mittee . 
2 . .. K. Sulaiman , Panattil Vecdu, Eloor. 
3. President, Choornikkara Panchayat . 

Do. Njalakam Panchayat. 
5 . 

Do. Edapally Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Vennala Panchayat. 

Do. Thrikkakara Panchayat . 
8 . Do. Kizhakkampalam Panchayat. 
9 . Do. 

Do. Kumarapuram Panchayat. 
10. Do. Vazhakulam Panchayat. 
11. Do. Keezhmedu Panchayat. 
12. Do. Kadungallur Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Vadavucode Panchayat. 

14. Section Officer, P.W.D., Alwaye Town. 
43. Parur Section . 

1. Sri C. P. Sree Vallabha Menon , Ex -M.L.A . 
2. , K. I. Mathew , Advocate, Parur. 
3 . V. Padmanabhan Nair, Advocate , Parur. 
4. President, Varapuzha Panchayat. 
5 . Do. 

Kottuvally Panchayat. 
6 . Do. 

Do. Alengad Panchayat 
7 . Do. 

D. Kadungallur Panchayat. 
Do. 

Chengamanad Panchayat. 
Do. 
10 . 1. Do, 

Encadayu Panchayat 

Puthenvelikkara Panchayat. 
11. Do. 

Kunnukara Panchayat 
12 
12 . Do. Ezhikkara Panchayat. 
13. Do. 

Chittattukara Panchayat. 
14. Do. 

Karumaliur Panchayat. 
15. Do. Vadakkekara Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Chennamangalam Panchayat. 

17. Section Officer, P.W.D., Parur. 
41. Perunihavoor Section . 

1. Sri S. Sivasankara Pillai. 
2. K. G. Mukundan Kartha, Perumbavoor. 
3. President, Asamannoor Panchayat. 
4 . 

Do. Vengoor Panchayat. 
5 . Do. Rayamangalam Panchayat. 


8 . 
9 . 
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Do. 


6. President, Koovappady Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Mazhuvannur Panchayat. 
8 . 

Do. Vengola Panchayat. 
9. Do. Vazhakulam Panchayat. 
10 . Do.Do. 

Puthencruiz Panchayat. 
11 . Do. Kizhakkambalam Panchayat. 
12 . 

Do. Kunnathunad Panchayat. 
13 . 

Aikernad Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Thiruvaniyur Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Pootrikka Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Keezhmad Panchayat. 

17. Section Officer, P.W.D., Perumbavoor. 
45. Ankamali Section , 

1. Sri A. P. Kurian . 
2. . M. N. Gopalan Nair, Ankamali. 
3. President, Malayattur Panchayat . 
4 . Do. 

0 . 

Manjapra Panchayat . 
5 . Do. 

Kaladi Panchayat . 
6 . Do. Kanjoor Panchayat. 
7. Do. Srecmoolanagaram Panchayat. 
8 . Do. Chengamanad Panchayat. 
9 

Do. Nedumbasserry Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Parakadavu Panchayat. 
11. Do. Kothakulangara Panchayat. 
12 . Do. Mukkannur Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Karukutty Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Koratty Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Melur Panchayat. 
16 . 

Do. Kalloor Vadakkummuri Panchayat . 
17. Section Officer, P.W.D., Ankamali. 

TRICHUR DIVISION 
46. East Range Section , Trichur. 

1. Sri C. T. Ubaid , Varandarapilly. 
2 . V. Govinda Menon , P.O. Mennumpetta, via. Alagappa Nagar 
3 . Kunju Manikkan , Panchayat Menrber, P.O. Varandarapilly 
4. President, Varandarapilly Panchayat. 
5 . Do. 

Alagappanagar Panchayat. 
6 . 
o 

Do. Trikkur Panchayat. 
7 . Do. 
Do. 

Parappukara Panchayat. 
8 . Do. 
O. 

Ollur Panchayat. 

. 
9 . 

Do. Koorkancherry Panchayat. 
** 
10 . Do. Puthur Panchayat. 

. 
11 . Do. Ollukara Panchayat. 
12 . Do. Panancherry Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Vilwattam Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Kolazhy Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Vallachira Panchayat. 

16. Section Officer, P.W.D., East Range Section . 
47. West Range Section , Trichur. 

1. Sri E. P. Marar , Peramangalam . 
2 . N. Ramankutty , Peringottukara . 
3 . P. M. Abdulla Sahib , Suharabi Medical Hall, P.O. 

Kaiparampu . 
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Arimboor Panchayat 
Manalur Panchayat. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


West Rango Section, Trichur- ( contd .) 

4. President, Kyparambu Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Avanur Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Adat Panchayat 
7. Do. Kolazhi Panchayat 
8 . Do. 

Tholur Panchayat. 
De 
9 . Do. Vilvattam Panchayat. 

Do 
10 . Do. 

Ayyanthole Panchayat. 
11 Do 
11 . Do. 

ya 
19 Do 
12 Do. Koorkancherry Panchayat. 
12 
13 . Do. 
14 
14 . 

Do. Anthikad Panchayat. 

Do. 
15 .10 . 

Do. Thaniyam Panchayat. 

10. 
16. Do. Chazhur Panchayat 
17. 

Cherpu Panchayat. 
18 . 

Vallachira Panchayat. 
19. 

Parlam Panchayat. 
20. Section Ofcer, P.W.D., West Range Section . 

TALAPILLY DIVISION 
48. Wadakkancherry Section . 

1. Sri A. S. N. Nambissan, Secretary, Communist Party. 
2. , K. M. Menon , Advocate, Wadakkancherry . 
3. President, Thiruvilwamala Panchayat. 
4 : Do. Palayannur Panchayat. 

Kondazhi Panchayat. 
5 . 

Chelakara Panchayat . 
Panjal Panchayat. 

Cheruthuruthy Panchayat. 
Do. Wadakkancherry Panchayat. 
Do. Mundathicode Panchayat. 
Do. 

Veloor Panchayat. 
Do. 
12. 
14 

Do. Varavoor Panchayat. 

Do. 
13 . Do. 

Desamangalam Panchayat. 
14 . Do. 

Erumpetty Panchayat. 
15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Wadakkancherry. 
49. Kunnamkulam Section . 

1. Sri V. P. Paul, Congress Mandalam Secretary. 
2 . » A. T. Krishnan , Secretary , Communist Party. 
3. President, Kattakampal Panchayat. 
4 . Do. Kadavallur Panchayat. 
5 . Do. Porkulam Panchayat. 
6 . Do. 

Arthat Panchayat . 
7 . Do. 

Kandanassery Panchayat. 

Choondal Panchayat 
8 . 

Do. 
9 . 

Do. Kandangode Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Erumapetty Panchayat 
11. Do. Veloor Panchayat. 
12. Do. Chowannur Panchayat. 
13. Do. Mundathikode Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Varavoor Panchayat . 

15. Section Officer, P.W.D., Kunnamkulam . 
50. Chowghat Section . 

1. Sri C P. Sankunni Nair, Panemketty House, Vemmenad P.O. 
2. , K. K. Mohammed Ali, P.O. Padoor. 


Do. 
Do. 
DO . 
De 
Do. 


6 . 
1. 
o 
8 . 
o 
9 . 
10. 
10 . 
11 .11. 
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3. President, Irimpranallur Panchayat . 
4 . Do. Elavalli Panchayat. 
5 . Do. Paverty Panchayat. 
6 . 

Do. Vemmenad Panchayat. 
7. Do. Chittattukara Panchayat. 
8 . Do. 

Kundazhiyoor Panchayat. 
9 . Do. 

Venkitangu Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Kottappadi Panchayat. 
11 . Do. Chowghat Panchayat. 
12. Do. P. Vemballur Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Engandiyoor Panchayat. 
14. Section Officer, P.W.D., Chowghat. 

MUKUNDAPURAM DIVISION 
51. Irinjalakuda Section. 

1. Sri V. K. Joseph, Ex -M.L.A ., Alur. 
2 . R. V. Ramankutty Warrier, Rappal Warriam , Rappal. 
3 . . C. L. Joseph , Chakkachan Parambil House, Irinjalakuda. 
4. President, Poruthusseri Panchayat . 
5 . Do. Parappukara Panchayat. 
6 . Do. Muriyad Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Kattoor Panchayat. 
8 . 

Do. Alur Panchayat. 
9 . 

Do. Kodakkara Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Velukkara Panchayat. 
11 . Do. Vellangallur Panchayat. 
12. Do. Pandiyur Panchayat . 
13 . Do. Mattathur Panchayat. 

14. Section Officer , P.W.D., Irinjalakuda. 
52. Chalakudy Section . 

1. Sri C. D. Lonappan , Chermala House, Chalakudy. 
2 . U. Bhaskara Menon, Uppath House, Chalakudy. 
3. .. P. T. Thomas, Paranilam House, Chalakudy. 
4. President, Chalakudy Panchayat. 
5 . 

Do. Kodakkara Panchayat. 
6 Do. Pariyaram Panchayat. 
7 . Do. Mala Panchayat . 
8 .8 . 

Do. Kallur Panchayat. 
9 . 

Do. Vadakkummuri Annamanada Panchayat. 
10 . Do. Poyya Panchayat. 
11. Do. 

Parappukkara Panchayat. 
12. Do. Puthenchira Panchayat. 
13 . Do. Puthenvelikara Panchayat. 
14 . Do. Parakadavu Panchayat. 
15 . Do. Alur Panchayat. 
16 . Do. Kuzhur Panchayat. 
17. Supervisor, P.W.D., Chalakudy. 
G. 4190 
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53. Cranganore Section . 

1. Sri V. A. Mohammed Unnas, Perijanam P.O. 
2 . V. Gopalakrishna Menon , Secretary . 
3. , K. B. Kunji Mohammed. 
4. President, Cranganore Panchayat. 
5 . Do. Eriyad Panchayat 
6 . Do. Edavilangu Panchayat. 
7 : Do. 

Pulloot Panchayat . 
8. Section Officer, P.W.D., Cranganore. 


